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Responses of Defendants to Plaintiffs’ 
Second Interrogatories 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS' COMMITTEF OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
19, et al., RESPCNSES OF DE?TEND- 
ANTS COMMUNITY SCiIO9 
Plaintiffs, BOARD #14 AND THE 
MEMBERS THEREOF, AND | 
-against- WILLIAM ROGERS TO | 
PLAINTIFFS' SECOND 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF COMMUNITY INTERROGATORIES 
SCHCOL DISTRICT NO. 14 OF THE CITY 
OF NEW YORK, et al., 74 Civ 783 


Defendants. 


Defendants Community School Baord #14 and the 
Mempers thereof, and William Rogers, by their attorney, 
W. BORNARD RICHLAND, as and for their responses to plair- 
tiffs' second interrogatories, ceapectfuliy allese as 


follows: 


1. Q. List every parochial schvol located in 
Community School District No. 14 and indicate with respect 
to each such parochial school: 
(a) the official name; 
(b) the street address; 
religious faith; 
principal's name and telephone number; 


official student enrollment capacity; 


1975 school year: 


> total student enroliment for the 1974- 
the number of grades and classes in each: 


grade; ard 


the needs assessment of each school compiled 

for the 1974-1575 Title VI1 grant. 

a) Please refer to Exhibit “A” annexed 
hereto. 
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b) Any streetaddresses not listed in Exhibit 


"A" may be found in the Brooklyn Telephone Directory, 1974- 
75. 

c) Please refer to Exhibit "A". 

ad) Please refer to Exhibit "A". 

e) Please refer to Exhibit “A”. 

f) Please refer to Exhibit "A". 

g) Please refer to Exhibit "A". 


h) Please refer to Exhibits "A" and “B'. 


2. Q. Indicate for the enrollment figure and 
needs assessment for United Talmudical Acadeny listed in 
response to Interrogatory l whether these figures apply to 
a single school building or to more than one school build- 
ing under the auspices of the United Talmudical Academy, 
and if so list for each such school building: 

a) the official name; 
b) the street address; and 


the student enrollment. 


More than one school building 
United Talmudical Academy 
unknow to defendants 


Please refer to Exhibit "A". 


3. Q. Indicate for the enrollment figure and 
needs assessment for Beth Rachel School for Girls listed 
in response to Interrogatory 1 whether these figures apply 
to a single school building or to more than one school 


| 


building under the auspices of the Seth Rachel School for 


a) the official name; 


b) the street addr2ss; and 


Girls, and if so list for each such school building: 
{ 


c) the student enrollment. 
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A. More than one school building 
a) Beth Rachel 
b) unknown to defendants 


c) Please refer to Exhibit “Ars 


4. With respect to each needs assessment listed 
in response to Interrogatory I indicate the source of data 
and the means by which it was obtained: 

a) describing in detail all criteria applied; 

b) describing in detail all procedures uti- 

lized, listing; 

(i) type of procedure used; 

(ii) name, title and language competence 
of person utilizing the procedure; 
and 
the date and place such procedure was 
utilized. 

c) setting forth the names, titles where 
applicable, and addresses of any persons, agencies or 
organizations that participated in any way in the develop- 
ment, formulation or implementation of the criteria and 


proceeding used. 


A. a) Please refer to Exhibit "B" annexed hereto. 
b) (i) The Language Data Survey utilized 
by The Board of Education. 


(ii) Rabbi Frankel, for the Hebrew Day 
Schools, fluent in Hebrew, Yiddish and English, February, 


1974; sr. «elippa, for the Roman Catholic Schools, February 
1974. 


(iii) Uniced Talmudical, Beth Rachel; Our 


Savior, Sts Peter and Paul, February, 1974 _. 
c) Board of Fducation of the City of New York. 


Office of Bilingual Education 
110 Livingston Street 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 


Director: Hernan LaFontaine 


5. Identify all documents which describe: 
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the needs assessments listed in response 


to Interrogatory I (h); 


ments exchanged between the defendants and 
any persons, agencies or organizations 
listed in response to Interrogatory 4(c); 
and 

the data used in compilinjgeach needs assess 
ment listed in response to Interrogatory 


1(h). 


correspondence, memoranda and other docu- 


A. Please refer to Exhibit "A" and "B”. 
The model for Language Data Survey em- 
ployed by the District was pro- 
vided by the Board of Education. 


c) Please refer to Exhibits "A" anc "B". 


6.Q. identify each conversation, meeting or con- 
ference of any sort in which any of the defendants, their 
employees, agents or representatives, or agents or repre- 
sentatives of any of the parochial schools listed in re- 
spouse to Interrogatory I, did participate, which conver- 
sation, meeting or conference related in any way, to the 
development of formulation or implere2ntation of the cri- 
teria and procedures applied in determining. the needs 
assessment of the parochial schoois for the 1974-1975 
VII grant, and as to each such conversation, meeting 
conference: 

#.) list the date and location of, and the 
names, addresses and title of the parti- 
cipants therecf; 
describe in detail the specific subject matter; 
purpose and outcomes of each such conversation 


meeting or conference, and 
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c) identity all documents relating to 
each such conversation, meeting or 
conference, including all minutes or 
memoranda or documents produced as a 
result of each such conversation, meet- 


ing or conference. 


A. a) Foi the Hebrew Day Schools: 
Meetings were held at the District Office 


between December 1973 and February 1974. Participating 
in these meetings were Rabbi Frankel, (c/o United Talmudica 
Academy) Needs Assessment Coordinator, representing the 
Hebrew Day Schools and Norman Spiegel, Director of Reim- 
bursable Programs and Jeffrey Feingold, Coordinator of 
Reimbursable Programs (c/o District Office CSB 14). 

For the Parochial Schools 

Meetings were held at the District Office anc at 
St. Cecilia RC School betweensand February, 1974. Parti¢i- 
pating in these meetings were Sister Yelippa and Brother 
Gregory, representatives of the Parochial Schools and Norman 


Spiegel and Jeffrey Feingold, District Representatives. 


b) At the first meeting held with Rabbi 

Frankel during the week between Christmas and New Year's 
1973, the Rabbi indicated that the Hebrew Day Schools 
desired participation in the Districts Title VII project 
and requested information concerning filing an application 
for same. Accordingly, the Director of Reimbursable pro- 
grams reviewed with the Rabbi the Federal Regulations, the 
Language Data Survey, application data including poverty 
factors and needs assessment. This orientation meeting 


concluded with the Rabbis assurance that he would comply 


with the regulations and additionally compile a Language 


Data Survey. 
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For the Roman Catholic Parochial Schools 

b) Meetings were had hetween Sister Felippa , 
representative for the Roman Catholic parochial schools and 
Norman Spicgel and Jeffrey Feingold (see above) for the 
District during the period January 1974 - February 1574 with 
respect to the 1974-5 Title VII program. 

Since Sister Felippa had coordinated the partici- 
pation of the parochial schools in Title I and III programs 
she was familiar vith many of the Title VII requirements. 
However, at the above-mentionc meetings, the District par- 
ticularly apprised Sr. Fellippa of the applicable federal 
regulations and the requirement of compiling needs assessmen 
data through the utilization of the Language Data Survey. 
Additionally, Sr. Felippa engaged in frequent conversation 
with Mr. Feingold with respect to filing the Title VII 
application. On February 6, 1974 Sr. Felippa attended a 

ye re 
meeting of Non Public School Principals held at the District 
tl. ral 
Office called to discuss reimbursable programs, including 


Title VII. 


| 
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Thereafter, meetings were had between Rabbi 
Frankel and the District Coordinators of the Title VII 


Program on a average of three times a week. The substance o 


as 
which werefollows: description of Yiddish English language 


materials, preparation of the application, advisory commi- 
ttee, language data survey and general discussion of the 
Title VII program. 

c) None. 

7. Q. If any data for any needs assessment listed 
in response to Interrogatory 1 was obtain or compiled by 
any persons other than defendants or their employees, in- 
dicate whether defendants evaluated the reliability and/or 
validity of such data and if so describe in detail any such 
evaluation: 

a) listing name, title and address of any 
persons conducting such evaluation; 

b) describing the results of any such 
evaluation; and 

c) identifying any documents relating to any 


such evaluations. 


A. Yes. The District received assurances from 
Rabbi Frankel that the Language Data Survey used in the 
public schools had been employed in determining the need 
assessment for the United Talmudical Academy and Beth 
Rachel (upon the later direction of HEW, the District re- 
quired the Rabbi to conduct the Lanugace Data Survey in 
the Hebrew Day Schools) and that the Federal Regulations 
had been complied with fully. Based upon 20 years of 
experience working in the District 14 Community, as well 
as visits to the Hebrew Day School including Beth Rachel, tic 
Director of Reimbursable Programs believed that the figures 
provided by the Rabbi were consistent with those antici- 


pated by him. 
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The District received assurances from Sister 
Felippa that the Language Data Survey used in the public 
schools was used in the Roman Catholic parochial applicant 
schools, St Peter and St Pauland Our Savior, (upon the 
later direction of HEW, the District required that the 
language data survey be conducted in Roman Catholic Paro- 
chial Schools throughout the District), and that compliance 
with the federal regulations had been effected. In con- 
cluding that the figures provided by the Roman Catholic 
Parochial Schools were accurate the District relied upon 
the following factors: i) the assurance of compliance, ii) 
the fact that the population zone for Sts Peter and Paul 
is predominantly Hispanic iii) the Our Savior zone is the 
same as that for PS 122 and the Sts Peter and Paul zone 
corresponds to the PS 84 zone (96% Hispanic) iv) the dir- 
ector of reimbursable programs has visited the schools, 
spoken to the principal and staff members and observed a 
heavy concentration of english-language handicapped 
children. b) The District concluded that the figures 


provided by the non-public schools were valid and reliable. 
c) None. 


8. Q. Indicate whether, by whom, cn what date 
and in what form any and/or all of the following informa- 
tion was submitted to the United States Office of Education 

a) any needs assessment listed in response 
to Interrogatory 1(h); 

b) any data used in compiling any needs assess 
ment listed in response to Interrogatory 
5(c); and 

c) any evaluation of needs assessment data 


listed in response to Interrogatory 7. 


. 
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A. a) School District #14 submitted needs assess 
ments for the non-punlic schools whose children were 
“argetted to participate .n the 1974-75 component o. the 
District's five year program under Title VII in its grant 
application submitted February 19, 1974. 

b) Please refer to Exhibit "A" and "B". 

c) T)2 results of such evaluation is 
contained in the Title VII application 
1974-75, submitted February 19, 1974 
(previously supplied to plaintiffs). 
Refer to defendants response to Inter- 


rogatory No. 7 above. 


9. Q. If the form of submission of information 
listed in response in Interrogatory 8 differs in any re- 
spect from the documents describing such information pre- 
viously listed in response to Interrogatories 5 and 7, 
identify such documents. 

A. There is no difference except that upon 
the request of the Office of Education Exhibit "A" was 


submitted as part of the Title VII application 


10. Q. ‘tate whether, by whom, on what date and 
in what form any needs assessment of children enrolled in 
defendant C.S.D. No. 14's public schools other than that 
submitted with the application for Title VII funds for 


1974-75, at page seven thereof, was submitted to the United 


A. Please refer to answer to interrogatory, 
No 9. June 20, 1974 


States Office of Education. If so, identify such Es 


ll. Q. Describe in detail the reasons for the 
non-inclusion of eligible parochial school chiidren in 
C.S.D. No. 14 in applications for Title VII funds for each 


school year from 1969-70 through 1973-74. 
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A. Defendants object to Interrogatory 11 on the 
grounds that it is net germane to the issues presented in 
this suit, enlarges rather narrows the questions before the 


Court, and is otherwise irrelevant and immaterial. 


12.Q. State whether any assessment of the needs of 
parochial school children was compiled for and/or included 
in any application for Title VII funds for any school year 
prior to 1974-75, and if so identify the documents contain- 


ing such information. 


A. No. 


13.0. State whether any conversations, meetings or 
conferences were held between defendants their employees, 
agents or reprecentatives and representatives of parochial 
schools in Community School District No. 14 about inclusion 
of eligible parnchial school children in applications for 
Title VII fund for any school prior to 1974-75, and if not 


a) state the date and location of, and the 


in each svch conversation, meeting or confer- 
ence; 

b) describe in detail the specific subject 
matter, purpose and outcome of each such 
cor.versation, meeting or conferesice; and 

¢) identify all documents relating to each 
such conversation, meeting or conference, 
including all minutes or memoranda or docu- 
ments prodeceu as a result of each such 


conversation, meeting or conference. 


names, addresses and titles of the participant 
| 


A. Defendants object to Interrogatory 11 on 
the grounds that it is not germane to the issues presented 
in tnis suit, enlarges rather narrows the questions before 


the Court, and is otherwise irrelevant and immaterial. 


Te 
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14.Q. Separately list the following information for 

the personnel employed in the Bilingual Early Childhood 
Center and paid with Title VII funds: 

a) the names of teaching personnel, pro- 

fessional and non-professional; 

b) their titles and/or positions; 

c) the public or parochial school assigned; 

da) their teachners' license held, if applica- 

ble; and 

e) their prior educational employment, 

professional and/or non-professional since 


the 19701971 school year, if applicable, 


listing school and position held. 


A. a) Defendants object to Interrogatory 14 on 
the grounds that it is not germane to the issues presented 
in the supplemental complaint, enlarges rather than narrows 
the questions before the Court, and is otherwise irrelevant 


ard immaterial. 


15.Q. Set forth the number of public school children 
by grade participating in the Bilingual Farly Childhood 


Center for the school years 1970-1971 through 1973-1974. 


A. Please refer to Exhibits "A* - "p" annexed 
to the affidavit of Norman Spiegel, sworn to the 24th day 
of February, 1975, and submitted in support of defendants’ 


motion for summary judgment herein. 


16.Q. Set forth the number of professional and non- 
professional personnel, by title, employed in the Bilingual 
Early Childhood Cent-r for the schoo; years 1470-1971 


through 1973-1974. 
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R. Please refer to Exhibits "B" - "D" referred 
to in response to Interrogatory 15 above, as well as Ex- 


hibit "C", Personnel Distribution, 1970-71, annexed hereto. 


17.0. State the names, addresses and positions of 
the perscon* responsible for developing, formulating and 
writing: 

the Yiddish-English component of the 
Title VII grant; and 
the parochial section of the Spanish- 
English component of the Title VII grant. 
Rabbi Frankel], Principal 
c/o United Talmudical Academy 
545 Bedford Avenue 
Brooklyn, New York 11211 
Sister Felippa Anne Luciano 
250 Hooper Street 
Rrooklyn, New York 11211 
Principal of Our Savior R.C. Schoo! 
18.Q. Identify each conversation, meeting or con- 


ference of any sort among any of tne defendants, their 


employees, agents or representatives and/or between the 


employees, agents or representatives of the parochial 
schools participating in the Bilingual Early Childhood 
Center, which conversation, meeting or conference related 
in any way to ‘he development or formulation of the pro- 
gram design the Yiddis-English component or the paro- 


chial sect ..n vi the Spanish Tnglish component of the 


defendants, their employees, agents or representatives and 


1974-1975 Title Vi« grant, and as to each such conversation 
meeting wr conference: 
a) list the date and location of, and the | 
names, addresses and titles of the parti- 
cipants in each such conversation, meeting | 
or conference: and 
b) describe in detail the specific subject 


matter, purpose and outcome of each such 


conversation, meeting or conference; and 


approval o 
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c) identify all documents relating to each 
such conversation, meeting or conference, 
including all minutes or memoranda or docu- 
ments produced as a result of each such 


conversation, meeting or conference. 


A. See response to Interrogatory 6 above. 


19. Set forth detailed information regarding the 


f the Spanish-English component of the 1974-1975 


Title VII grant by the community advisory committee, 


indicating 


the child' 


advisory c 
conference 
including 


and the de 


purpose an 


in respons 


meeting or 


(a) the names and addresses, dominant language and 
s school attended of each member of the community 
ommittee: “ 

(b) the dates and the locations of each meeting or 
attended by the community advisory committee, i 
all meetings between the community advisory committde 
fendants, their employees, agents or representatives; 
(c) describe in detail the specific subject matter, 
d outcome of each such conference or meeting listed 

e to Interrogatory 19 (b); and 


(dad) identify all documents relating to each such 


conference, including all minutes or memoranda 


or documents produced as a result of each such meeting or 


conference; 


(e) if not already stated, the date, location and 


names of members attending any meeting or conference at which 


the Title 


comnittee; 


Commurity 


committee. 


VII grant was approved by the community advisory 
and 
(f) the date of the public meeting at which the 


Schocl Poard approved the establishment of such 
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jnformation requested is presently unavail- 


as The 
able. As soon as the defendants gather this information, it 


will be submitted te the plaintiffs. 
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f20. Q. Set forth detailed information regarding 

the approval of the Yiddish-English component of the 1974- 
1975 Title VII grant by the community advisory committee, 
indicating: 

(a) the name and addresses, dominant language 

and the child's school attended of each member of 

the community advisory committee; 

(b) the dates and the location of each meeting 

or conference attended by the community advisory 

committee, including all meetings between the 

community advisory committee and the defendants, 

their employees, agents or represen*atives; 

(c) describe in detail the spawibin subject 


matter, purpose and outcome of each such 


conference or meeting listed in response to 


Interrogatory 19(b); and 
(d) identify all documents relating to each 

such meeting or conference, including all 

minutes or memoranda or documents produced as 

a result of each such meeting or conference; 

(e) if not already stated, the date, location 

and names of members attending any meeting or 
conference at which the Title VII grant was 
approved by the community advisory committee; 

and 


(f) the date of the public meeting at which the 


Community School Poard approved the estahlish- 


a) Please refer to exhibit "J" annexed to affidavit| 


of Norman Spiegel, sworn to the 24th day of Febru- 


ary, 1975, submitted in support of defendants’ 


ment of such committee, 
A. 
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motion for summary judgment herein. Yiddish, 
United Taimudical Academy and Beth Rachel. 


by) 12/12/73, 3/22/74 
5/2/74,. 9/2/74 


c) refer to "D" 
da) refer to "D" 
e) February 18, 1974, please refer to (a) above 

£) The Community School Board die not approve it 

at a formal public meeting. 

21.0.Set forth the rames, addresses, titles where 
applicable chi:d's school attended and dominant language of 
members of any advisory committee or group that defendants 
have consultee with on, or submitted to, Title VII applica- 
tions for the 1970-1971 throu 4 1973-1974 sorent years. 

A. Defendants object to interrogatory 21 on 
the grounds that it is not germane to the issucs 
presented in the supplemental complaint, enlarges 
rather than narrows the questions before the Court 
and is <therwise irrelevant, burdensome and 


immaterial. 


described in response to Interrogatories 19 and 20 heen 
consolidated into a single community advisory committee? 


If so, state 


22. Q. Have the two community advisory committees 


(a) the names, addresses, dominant lanjuage, 
child's school attended of each member of 
the single community advisory committee; 

(b) the process by which the members of 
such committee were chosen and the dates 


thereof; 


JA 330 


(c) the name and date of the newspaper of 


general circulation in which the names and 
addresses of committee members and the 
purpose of such committee was published; 
(a) the date of the public meeting at which 
the Commur ty School Board approved the 
establishment of such committee; and 
(e) the dates, times and locations parti- 
cipants attending and outcome of any month- 
ly public meetings held by such committ e. 

A. Yes 

a) Mrs. Lillian Wojnowski Our Savior 


€ liarrison Ave 
Mrs. Pose Echavarria 


122 Thrcop Ave 9 \/ t i 
Mrs. Julia Cruz~Nift sy fl ss abey 9 nin 
126 Lee Ave pre 1 VWUre 


“Mrs. Harold Klagsbald Hebrew Day School « 
172 Rutledge STreet Hebrew Day School 3 
Mr. AQMfsj6tTtz ” 
153 Wilson St 


iMr. Solomon Feder i 
195 Pe St. 4 : 
\Mr. A aer Friedman : 
7) Kew fre 
Lydia Rodriquez 
266 Keap St. P.S. 122 
Minerva Rodriguez 
229 Lee Ave ° dy 


25 Boerum St. be , 
Lydia Rodriquez 

706 Bedford Ave . 

Yluminada Padilla 
25 Boerum 

L ‘la Sanchez 

2. Mivision Ave 
Arlene Velez 

197 Penn St. - 
Olqa Durand 

339 So. Sth St. ” 


b) We contacted principals of affecte zhools 
asking them to consult with parents concerning the 
formulation of a parents advisory committee. We 


Jaime Torre*> 
132 Wallabout St. 1s 
Herocita Rabsatt 
371 Marcy Ave as 
Fiilian Ramirez 
‘ 
requested the participation of parents of children 


JA 331 

who would be cligible to participate in the 

Title VIi program, The principals spoke wilh 

parents and submitted a list of names of inter- 

ested parents. 

c) None 

a) The Community School board did not approve 

it a formal public meeting. 

e) The Parents Advisory Committee met on liarch G, 

1975, 10 am at p® 122 pursuant to written notifi- 

cation of March 3, 1975. For participants see 

responce to (a) above. 

23.0. Tdentify each conversation, meeting or 
conference of any sort in which any of the defendants, their 
employees, agents or representatives and the employees, agent 
or representatives of the United States Office of Education, 
did participate, which conversation, meeting or conference 


relutced in any way to the development, formulation, revision, 


1974-1975 Title VII grant, and as to each such conversation, 
meeting or conference: 
(a) list the date and location of, and the 
names, addresses and titles of the partici- 
pants in each such conversation, meeting 
or conference; 
(b) describe in detail the specific subject 
matter, purpose and outcome of cach such 
conversation, meeting or conference; 
(c) describe in detail any action taken 
by any of the defendants, their employees, 
agents or representativcs as a result of 
each such conversacion, meeting or 


conference; and 


approval, adoption or implementation of any aspect of the 
' 
| 
| 
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(d) identify all documents relating to i 
each such conversation, meeting or 

conference, including all minutes or 

memoranda or documents produced as a 

result of each conversation, meeting or 

confcrence. 

A. a) Three formal meetings were held between 

representatives of the Community School Board 

anc representatives of the Office of Education 

(HEW): 2/5/74 at District Offices. Elizabeth 

Kessee, Project Officer, Office of Education, 

Luis Catarineau, Office of Education, met with 
Norman Spiegel, Director of Re-imbursable Programs, 

Jeffrey Feingold, Coordinator of Re-Imbursable 

Programs. 

b) This meeting was held to discuss the proposed 

Yiddish-English component of the 1974-75 Title VII 

application with respect to the feasibility of the 
proposal and compliance with federal regulations. 
6/19/74 - Office of Fducation, Washington, D.C., 
John Molina, Director of the Office of Bilingual 
Education Office of Education (HEW) Elizabeth 
Kessee (see above) and two staff attorneys for 
the Office of Fducation and Norman Spiegel and 


Jeffrey Feingold (see above). This meeting was 


held to discuss the total monetary amount of the | 
Districts proposal, compliance with the federal 
regulations with particular emphasis on those 


relating to parochial school participation in 


such a project. The Office of Education requestcd 
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assurances from the District representatives 

that. the parochial school participation would 

be in compliance with the regulations and 
additionally requested a more extensive language 
data survey for the non public schools than had 
previously been submitted. 

6/28/74 - .ffice of Fducation, Washington, D.C 
Flizabeth Kessee, (sec above) and two attorneys 
from General Counse] Office, HEW, Norman Spiegel 
and Jcffrey Feingold (See above). 

This meeting was held to further discuss the 
assurances requested by the Office of Fducation 

on June 19, 1974. Particular emphasis was placed 
upon compliance withthe rules and regulations 
concerning the participation of non public schools 
in a Title VII program. The District was advi 

that it had the responsibility to monitor the 
Title VII program as well as administer the 
expenditure of the Title VII aliocaticn. 

c) The District provided to the Office of Education 
as per its request, during the first week of July 
1974, the expanded District Language Data Survey 
for the non public schools, a series of assurances 


as well as tentative Title VII personnel assignment 
d) Please refer to Fxhibits “E" and "F" as well 


as the Title VII Application 1974-1975 previous ly 


submitted to plaintiffs. 
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24. Identify all decuments including but net limited 
© all correspondence or memoranda any part of which relates i 
ny way to the «pplication for Title VII funds for the 1974- 
5, school year exchanged between defendants, the ir employees, 
aR or representatives and the United States Office of Educ- 
tion, their employees, agents or representatives. 

A. See Exhibits E, F, and G and the Title VI, 
974-75 grant application. 


25. Identify each conversation, meeting or conferen 


f any sort in which any of the defendants, their employees, 


f the Jnited States Office of Education did participate, whic 


gents or representatives and any employees, agents or i ti 


onversation, meeting or conference related in an y way to the 
evelopme”’., or formulation, of any aspect of the application 
or Title VII funds for the 1975-76 school year and as to each 
uch conversation, meeting or conference: 
(a) List the date and location of, and the names, 
addresses and titles of the participants in each suc 
conversation, meeting or conference; 
(b) describe in detail the specific subject matter 
purpose and outcome of each such conversation, meeti 
Or conference; 
(c) desccibe in detail any action takenby any of the 
defendants, their employees,agents or representatives 
as a result cf each such such conversation, meeting 
or conference; and 
{d) identify all documents relating to each such 
conversation, meeting or conference, including all 
minutes or memoranda or documents produced as a 
result of each conversation, meeting or conference. 
A. Defendants object to intecrrogatory 25 on the 


rounds that it is not germane to the issues preserted in the 


=20- 
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supplemental complaint, enlarges rather than narrows the 
questions before the Court, and is otherwise irrelevant, 
burdensome and immaterial. 

26. Identify all correspondence, memoranda or 
documents any part of which relates in any way to the formula- 
tion or development of the application for Title VII funds for 
the 1975-76 school years exchanged among the defendants, thei: 
employees, agents or representatives and or between defendants 


| 


their employees, agents or representatives and the saat 


agents or representatives of the United States Office of [duca 
tion. 

A. See objection raised to interrogatory 25 shite, | 

27. State whether defendants have taken any steps td 
assure that personnel employed in the Bilingual Early Child- | 
hood Center do not teach or instruct religious subject matter. 
If so, describe in detail the steps that have been taken indics~ 
ting the name, address and title of each person responsible fo 
assuring that personne! emplov~d in the Bilingual Early 
Childhood Center do not teach or instruct religious subject 
matter. 

A. Robert Moll, Acting Title VII Project Director 
visits the non-public schools every other week. Jeffrey 
Feingold, Coordinator of the Reimbursable Programs visits the 


non public schools. 


W. Bernard Richland 
Corporation Counsel 
Municipal Building 
New York, New York 


Dated: March 7, 1975 


ADDENDUM: Defendants wNl respond to any interrogatory not 


answered herein nor ob_ecteg to, when that information becomes} 
available. Be 


| 
| 
Yours, etc., | 
| 
| 
| 
| 
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ORIG Ol PEM URGADLEIE PRCCRAMS 
SCHOOL DOUSVIRICT 4 DOROOKLYN 
310 Sout: Firsr Sircer 
DROOKLYN, NEW yori Bred & | 


e. « 
e ws 6 
Cem we “ 


--* 


6 
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DISTRICT i's HOU-PULLIC SCHOOLS 


| LARGUAGE DATA Sunvex —*” | ee 


” POAT, * Ron-enchLrsy % NOM-ENSLIS 


SCHOOL DONINANT DOMINANT 
ee ee a ii 


cn, 
JA1Y Saints * 400 1 
Saint Alphonsus , 

‘Saint Anthony 


‘Saint Cecilia 


Saints Cyril end. 
hiethodius 


Saint Francis of Paola 
JImmaculete Conception 
J Host Ho1y Trinity 
Saint Nicholas 
Jour Lady of Consolation 
Our Lady of Mount Carne? 
jOur Lady of Becford- 
' Stuyvesant w. 
° \saints Peter and Paul 
, 5 ; dsaint Stanisiave 


\ 
7 
‘Our Saviour 


weaint Vineent de Paul 


“S'OTALS 


S ¢: 


OFFICE OF REIMBURSABLE PROGRAMS 


SCHOO!. 
Yeshiva Arugath Habocem 
Ahavas Yisrocl-Yeshiva 


Yeshiva Beth Yeshaya 


Yeshiva Benai Mordechai 


Beth Jacob H.S. 

Beth Jacob Elencntary 
Bnos Yaakov | 

fabtiv Belz 
*Bnos Yerusalem 

Yeshiva Benai Yesoscher 


Yeshiva Minchas Eleiczer 


: Yeshiva Kehilath Yaakov 


’ *eshiva Nesivath Olen 


feshiva of Paya 

“Yeshiva Torah Vodaath 
echiva Sherath Hapleita 
*th Chana 


echiva Shaar Watorah 


SCHOOL DISTINCT 14, DVROOKLYN JA 337 
310 SoutTH Firsr Sirrccor 
Bi a. — BROOKLYN, INTW Yoru W218 
DISTRICT KOURTERN'S HEBREW DAY SCHOGL. : , : 
LANGUAGE DATA SURVEY — Gere 4 aula 
: . TOTAL. ©. TOTAL. NON-ENGLISH PERCENTAGE OF 
. ERROLINENT DOMINANT N-E DOMINANT 
260 208. ; Box 
420 315 Sk 
110 105 75% 
60 72 90% 
450 135 30% 
ail ° 
210 73 \ 35% 
750 525 _ 70% 
250 213 85% 
80 60 * asy 
100° 95 952% 
120 $6 80% 
600 510 85% 
140 77 55% 
150 a 135 90% 
* 180 = 63 a 35% 
220 154 70% 
180 she 79% 
85 77 90%. 
90 | 72 


«shiva Darkei Tshuva 


4 nw & be 
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wees ———" OFFICE OF PZIMSURS ADSLE PROGRAMS ee 
GBCHOOL DISTRICT 144, GROOKLYN 
310.So0OuUTH Firsr STtRecet ” 
es ies DROOKLYN, NEW YORK J1211 
Continued: ce RY 
. DISTRICT FOURTEL [°S HESREY DAY SCHOOL . ’ 
Pee DATA SURVLY “ . 
oe . . * ge 4 ~ » ° . ad q 
i . “TOTAL . . “TOTAL NON-ENGLISII PERCTNTACE OF } 
SC:.001, EXPAT DONINA:T N-E powtnant ff 
Yeshiva Shomrei. Hadas Dekashoc 210 178 $5% 
Yeshiva Tzemach David . 150 135 | 90Z 
Yeshi a Yesoda Natorah , ae 176 552% 
Yeshiva Nachlas Yaakov 409 ha 200 $02 
Ad Yeriar ° 
aas Yerian | 350 140 ‘ 40% 
Yeshiva Ahavas Torah * 230 88 ° 80% 
Beth Rachel ee. "2,025 . 1,418 70% 
United Talnudical Acadeny > 3,085 2,444 ‘ 802 
TOTALS 11,095 7,890 . nt 
a, 


SCHOOL 


—_ 


All Salnts Elementary 
Immaculate Conception 
fost Holy Trinity Elementary 
Our Lady of Consolation 
Cur Lady of Me. Carmel 

Our Liariy of Bedford-Stuyvesant W. 
Our Saviour School «4 ‘ 
BSc. Alphoasus 1 
St. Cecilia 

St. Nicholas 

Sts. Peter and Paul 

St. Stanislaus Kosta 
St. Vincent De Paul 


1 


Hebrew Day ‘Schools 
Py ~ che | 
¢ Bais Yaakov Dkhal Adas Yereim 
Beth Chana 
Beth Chana Wigh School 
Betis Jacob Elem. 
Ye feth Jacch Uiph School. 
United Talmudical Acadeny ——™ S345 
Yeshiva Ahavas Israel 
Yeshiva Arupath Nabosem 
Yeshiva Jesoda Hatorah 
Yeshiva Kehiluth Yakov 
Yeshiva Machaeckei Torah of Belz 
wYeshiva Torah Vodaath 
Widebete Diop wor 
Lutheran Schools 


Schaol 


St. Joha the Evangelist 


Holy Chost Ukrainian Catholic 


an 


Roman Catholic Schools =~ Diocese of Brooklyn 


ADDRESS 


58 
187 
140 
139 

10 
918 
250 
176 


Whipple Sc., 
Leonard St., 
Montrose Ave., 
North lst St., 
Withers St., 
kent Ave., 
Nooper St., 
Java St., 


1-15 Monitor St., 


* 287 


288 


143 


6 


Powers St., 
Berry St., 
Newell Sc., 


North 7th SCe,. 


Bedford Ave., 
Keap $t.. 
Hooper St., 
Rodney St., 
South 8th Ste, 


Bedford Ave., — 


Uiwissdus LY 


11206 
11206 
11296, 
11211 
"11211 
11205 . 
bi Beal 
11222 
33222 
11211 
11211 
42222 . 
11211 


TE2tL 
11211 


11211... 


11211 - 
11211 
11211 


Lee Ave.,’ S¥bCeAVE 11211 


171-3 leoper Ste, 


50$ 


Bedford Ave., 


638 Bedford Ave., 
630 Bedford Ava., 
206 Wilson Ste,» 


ay Kee pl 


195 Maus -t Sto» 


Ukrainian Catholic and All Other Denominations 


160 North Sth St., 


11211 
11211 
11211 


*11211 ° 


11211 


11206 


11211 


' 


" DIRECTORY OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 1973-74 - 


PRINCIPAL 


‘Sis. Loretta Ferrls‘:' 
Sis. Anne Maureen 

Sis. Marjorie Devlin 
Sis. Mary Amandine 
Sis. Mary Sivillo 
Sis. Elizabeth Folles. 


Sis. Filippa 


Sis. Agnes M. Barry 
Sis. Miriam Daniels 
is. Diane Kirwan 


Sis. Thomasine 
Sis. Berchmans 


.Sis. Francis Bernadette 


? 
' 


‘Rabbi Crossman 
Mrs. Miriam fr’edman 


Mrs. Yanofsky 
Dr. Yanofsky 
Rabbi Frankel 


Rabbi Lichtenstien 


Rabbi Rosner 
Mr. Isaac Fink’ 


Rabbi Eisenberg 


Rabbi Landow 
Rabbi Cogan 


Ka bh, Ba vewls 


Mr. David Dobosz 


Mrs. Lydis Lewyckyj 


- 


a a ee 


wa ark bid & ht dks 
SeMmBDODODODDOoDADao 


HOUR, 


0569 
-6915 | 
~1101 a 
-3156 | 
~0079 
-1051 | 
~J120 
~3705 

-3161- 384 — 4G | 
-7992 
-1041 
-2970 
- 3496 


“1684 


-0848 
~7534 
-6393 
~8261 
“1474 
-0568 
YTD 


c. 
3074 > 
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PROJECT SIRCLARY AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT 


ef 
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The proposcd pre-kinderyarten throuch first grade Yiddish-fnclish bi- 
Jingual prograd is intended to service nonpublic school children resie 
ding end attending school in the District Yourteen Williassburg-Green= ‘ 
oint section of Brogklyn ev York City. Pistriet-Yourteen is a Title VII 
eligible district. . | ; 


. 
. 


Between Vorld Wars I end II, Willsecmeourg began to attraé¢t Orthodox Jews, 
especially those who meant to perpetuace Orthodoxy on Amerfcan soil. After 
World War LI, the area received a nassive inilux of now ULES aos ChOnae 
Jewish iuSinrants, remnants primarily of caster: Nungari 

destroyed by the Germans and their allies. Dominant among the omen 
gZuaigrants were the tissidin, bearers o1 2 isti subculture which orig- 
inated amon's cighteenth-century fast Rurop 


ttely fifty thousand Hasidim have made the Williensourg 
section bests Yiddish has teen and.continees to be the diuinent 
Janeuace Goad for daily cercunication. The vast majority of vounssters 
entering, school at age four are proficient only in idish as this is the 
language spoken exclusively at hose and in other Hasidic institutions as 
well. Waving recognized the jmrortance of having Hasidic youngsters ¢x~ 
posed to and taught the cominent language of American socicty hes becone 
a major ve ancbigsotee of the Hasidic educctional corsunity. This proposal 
clearly demonstrates the intentica of the Hasidic community to procuce 
future generations of bilingual individuals so as to facilitate comnuni- 
cations with menbers of American society ‘of diverse educational and cul- 
tural background. , 


The United Talisudical Academy and Beth Rachel. have. been selected as the 


sites for this program. These schcols will furnish the necessary facilities 
for implementation. 


A total of seven hundred and sixty children have been targeted to participate. 
Four hiudred of these younzsters are from Reth Rachel, three hundred and 
sixty from United Talmudical Academy. Eighty-five percent of the targeted 


Eroup have been selected because of their doainance in the Yiddish Lang- 
wage. 


Several factors have been taken into consideration during the course of 


the sclection process for program participants. These factors included 

* 2 ° * 
competency in oral English shill*, lanzuage dominanec, socioccononic 
background, ecducacionual deficiencies cid hore exnvironzent. 


: , ; ‘ 
Veese criteria were dete ed thrd@ecy) euest 


‘oujine the prospective par- 
Cicdpraye '- 
Wer 


the children coslucted by a 


gt 
1LLONS. 


wel Kubin, 


City. Paces 3-4 


Sills Data, Vase 7. 


fu exandne | Shee vers ises send cost hawt fen seeres far One tea 342 
, ae 


echoals ts “sfcoipate its this preieet dmotoates that a hich vercent ase 
ef pupils carresi ly enredle. in ocrecde three are fencelesine fay odes 

ty . . . A e e 2 * 
grinte Jeowerd.  Dirds tas deteornfined an the basin of tine cesu) ts wl the 
upd) Nvaluation Yrograo Tests ivinistered dna Neverber, 1073.3 These 

t . : - ° : " 

seores Clearly Cesonstyate the neal for a program of reneldation. When 
one cowdiders the data presented’ in Tables A and bh, fe beceves clear that 
the exisienes oF an e@drde chilchess Viddish-Paglish bilinuegnal presran 
TYercose in the future educations! cevelopment 

he children targeted tor this project. 
1 é) (ise “ t . 


could sahe a sigan tient. ¢ 


-* ‘ 
a r ~~ 
Despite the cohesive nature of Ponidie .anily life and the deep-seated con- 


mitment to educctianal achieverosat, an inordinate nunber of Hasidic children 
drop out Before avesguation from hich school. Widespread lanzuage deficiencies 
appear to be @ najor cause of this phenoueanon. 


‘ a“ 
Project components wil) inelude (3) the instructienal prograny, (2) cen- 
munity and perencal favalvonent (3) marerfials and curriculuy Cevelopzent, 
and (4) starfl eevelorment. ‘ : 


. 
The vajor esphasis of the proposed bilingual procran will be in developing 
ekilis fa the deninant and secc Janne thraush the preeeststica of a 
carvesusdy. adestcs : Sk bahenced currtevlirs dn acversl of the wast 
eriiclal aress: arorn Ineluce Neading, Lancutce arte, Mathcaaties, 
Social) Stucvivs, ATLL Ne aad spaureciation, Music, Sasse aad 
Paysites? Loceataci. 
Instruction in and ¥ siti Readcing 


and Lenauase Ar 
‘paraprofessional 
standing of con 


ers and 


c: ; inins ¢ classroon 
atnonphere pe olral enougn for ail participating students. The sehool . 
Cay has been designed to allow for the norsal flow of communication in 


d Fy 
Mixed cad suall group settings. 


It 3s intended that the ch')dren who pirttedpate in the projeet will 
master the listenite, speatiin POSSESS ard writing skills in beth Exslish 


J 
1 5 ‘ ela $ 4 
and Yidsishto the extent that they will perforim at or above grade level at 


the end of tha primary grades 


Another ivnortant coal of the instructional progran is the development of 
“fA * oe ns 4 co 3 

price in the childron'ts sather torque aad the culture whieh it represents. 

AW vaterstenting and pride in Yiddish culture should be reflected ina 

positive selieicace, 


MT Poly wernors and Fanily Assistants will provide special cerviees 


re are ty Porat : Tae ii vied — : 
PASSE FTE SH Oi Hees OL st, 1  beheos Keurs they will meee 
PR Ray PI OAR AE Hehe te eee ' ; 
SP ere 2a ee Fred 390 Baten. te Pa thea purpose oF discussin: the 
ro : oe A AH Ad Spel. with lhede probless and of fe S 
) . 


Reading and Nathoeeties Sceres 


\ 


* } . : Ne 


ae 
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®, ma 


® shroeush ts involvewent in the prevrot if js hoped that the communi Cyeate 
MJarye and the parcats of the children Gireetly involved, will become ine 
creasdngly willing to particfoscte in sistlar prograns aad projects which 
Yelate to the bilinwusi aspects of tCheiy children's eCucation. lt jis als 
hoped thar this favolveseat wil) prompt the ercation of ant arollienct in 
bid ingaal madtrecuestion clases 


a * 


. ee * . ‘ 
. . ! . ee — . ? - 

Another pricary objcetive of this vrTOATOT WLI) he eho Fur thre developront 

of subteble billasual Yielish recerials. Whe need for uatrerials of this 


kind 38 acute insofar as this is a “fire of kts kia" project, aad thus 
naterials of this nature are, by aud large, novn-existens 


-e 


xt P vee P # 
Ss teachers an! parapreicesionsls participate in tho rroaran and attend 
niversity level courses desdened to gnereaso skills related to biliasual 
ducation, they should comeastraie inereaned proLessions) 
Brnovative initiatives 


conpetence and provide 
in the YieJish-Naglish dilingsel prograi. 

Jn conclustoa, this 
Fulfil) che uecds 


Wt does, however r 
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et pile. project cins, on a linite Scale, to 
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chitdren ef the Nasidse Comeunity. 


cucational 


hilosopiy. In so done it wi point for a auutber of 
hidedren that : Iselenperionce ms waFOsculcies and dis- 


a 
oo 
an 
© *<° 
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2a = 


ppOintisents encountered by eo heny wert recerding generatioas. 
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" Bi “ms Minutes of meeting about Yiddish-Enalish bilingual Procr2: 


December 12, 1973 
7:30 p.m. e 
125 Heyward Street 


Meeting attended by 65 people representing PTA groups, community 
educationé . representative of different non public schools and parents. 


a This meeting was called by ad hoc committee to dis- 
cuss the ways and means of the Chassidic Yiddish speaking 
children to participate in a Yidcish-Enclish bilincual 
program under Title VII of the Feceral Education Act. 

The meeting was opened *~ a temporary chairman, Mr. 
Klagsbald, who express. ' ais deep concern of all present 
to the fact that the C. .<sidic ccmmunity has been ig- 
nored and neglected by <ne Board cf Deucation and the 
local district #14 to meet the needs of a bilingual 
program fort Yiddish speaking children. 


ie Mr. Klagsbald made a passionate speech in which 

he described the total neglect of non public school 
chiidren in regard to many existine covesnmental pro- 
grar.zs and especially referring to Title VII which is 

in existence in the district and serves non English 
speaking children in the »nublic school system but does 
not serve the non public school Yiddish speaking children. 
The needs, Mr. Klagsbald stated, is very great among 
the Chassidic-Yiddish speaking community in Williams- 
burgh and unless something will be done to develop such. 
a program soon, it will have far reaching deteriorating 
effect on the entire community since the Chassidic 
Yiddish speaking population is a large segement of 
Williamsburgh. 


Mrs. Feuerwerker claimed that she has at numerous 
times discussed this matter with the principal of the 
school and urged him to introduce such program in the 
school but as of today nothing was done. She criticized 
the local leadership of the non public school people 
for neglecting such a vital area of education. 


Mr. Deutsch said that the need to introduce such 
@ program must be in the kindergarten, first and secone 
grade classes so that the children wili be fluent in 
both Enalish and Yiddish. 


Mr. Stecinbercger wanted to know if a bilinewul poro- 
gram will ke on the expense of the Yiédish lansuie2 

He feels that although it is important for the cnril 
to know the English languace, we are not ready to 
the mother tongue Yiddish, ané we must at tke sane 
continue to teach tne children English as well. 


A i 
, 


oo 


Mr. Schwartz suggested that a Yiddish-English 
bilingual adult educational program must also be introduced 
at the same time to help the total family, not just for 
the young children in acquiring the English language. 

\ ? 

y It was suggested by “wr. Feldman that*a steering 

committee is to be set up to deal with this question 

immediately and call another meeting in the very near 


future with a report. 


Mr. Nojowitz suggested that we immediately meet witt 
the elected officials of the community School Board to 
demand and recuest immediate action to submit a proposal 
= Yiddish-English program under Title VII in our next 

udget. 


Mr. Nojqwitz made this an official propesal and it 
Was carried unamiously. ° 


Meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 


Minutes respectfully submitted by Mrs. Greenwald’. 


The folicving were elected to meet with members of the 
School Board: . 

Mr. Klagsbald 

Mr. Nojowitz 

Mr. Glanzer 

Mrs. Y“uerwerker 
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Minutes of meeting about Y. 2ish-Enclish bilincual vrocre- 


January 22, 1974 


Meeting called to order at 7:45 p.m., temporary chairman °* 
of the evening, Mr. Nojowitz who welcomed the participants 
and introduced the special guest for the evening, Mr. 
ITgopold Lefkowitz, membe. local School Board. 


Mr. Nojowitz reported the numerous meétings held 
with members of the School Board, District Superinten- 
“dents, and members of Mr. Rogers and his staff to dis- 
cuss the submission of a proposal for the Yiddish-English 
bilingual program under Title VII for school year 74-5. 


Mr. Nojowitz and Mr. Klacsbald both reported the 
meetings the community held with different rerbers of 
the local School Board and educators in the cormunity 
who have all agreed that such a program is a necessity 
and vital for the educational system in Williamsburgn. 


Mr. Lefkowitz took the floor and stated that under 
the Federal cquidelines non-public schools can Darticipate 
in the Title VII Program provided that it is under the 
jurisdiction of the local School Board and foliows strict 
adherence in all guidelines of the procram. He Jlurther 
Stated that the local school board is willing to submit 
such proposal and does not forsee any problems in im- 
plementing the program. He promised to intensify the 
eff cts and as scon as the proposal will be written, to 
meet with the Federal representative of HEW on this matter. 


A number of participants at the meeting wanted to 
know why Mr. Lefkowitz and others of the local School 
Board have up to this point ignored the needs of the non- 
public schools, especially when a program of this kind 
was already functioning in the public school system with- 
out benefiting any of the children in the non-public schools. 
Mr. Lefkowitz explained that he is a 


amounts to almost fifty pe»cent of school ece cailcren. 


Discussion was open as to who ° 
bilingual procram. A number of sucees 
by cifferent participants. Mrs. Lefiox 
that this should be a joint venture o: 
Yiddish speaking non public school: 
that beinc thet this is a new progran 
volve so muny different schools but ratner concentr 
On one or two different scnools to be able to cl 
evaluate this new progran. 


.- 
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Mrs. Landau wanted to know how many children can 
initially be included in such program. Mr. Lefkowitz, 

member of the Board felt that the program should include 
between four hundred and four hundred and fifty children 
to begin with, and then in next school year it may er- 
Hand to include more you igsters. 


A general debate ensued and ‘ir. Feldman made a motion 
that the program should be conducted in Beth Rachel, and 
«United Talmudical Acacemy, the largest non public school 
System in the community. The motion was carried by an 
Overwhelming majority of those participating in the meeting. 
Mr. Steinberger made a motion to awhorize the 
committe: =o write the proposal and to neqotiate all 


aspects « this program with the proper authorities. This 
motion we. carried unamiously. 


Mr. Weiss suggested that an acvisory committee be 
elected to oversee all the aspects of the program. The 
following names were suggested and elec+2d tnamiously: 

Mr. Deutsch, Mr. Feldman, Mrs. Peuerwerker, Mr. Gléenzer, 
Schwartz, 
irs. Weiss. 
Mr. Klein suggested that as soon as this bilinsual 


proposal is finalized that a meeting be called to get 


@ report from the steering committee. This motion was 
carried. 


Meeting wi. adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 


Minutes respectfully submitted by: 
Mrs. Greenwald 
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Minutes of meet. ng about Yiddish-Enalish bilingual procram 


-_——— -— —— ee ee... 


September 2, 1974 
r’clock p.m. 


Meeting called to order by Mr. Klacgsbald 


Mr. Klagsbald introduced Rabbi Frankel who gave an 
extensive report on the negotiations to Gevelop a Yiddish- 
English bilingunl program in the non pubbic schools of 
williamsburgh. He gave a de ailed report on the negotia- 
tions and discussions with the local school beard merbers, 

-Superintendent of school and staff, as well as reoresen- 
tives from HEW offices in Washingt The procram, Rabbi 
Frankel stated, has been approved will be functioning 
as of September 9, 1974 through Jun 1975. The procram 
will serve one hundred children in ited Talmudical 
Academy, in PreK throuch first grace and three hundred 
children in Beth frictel grades Prex through first. 


n 


pe | 
p. + 


i'w Oe 


The program, he stated, will »e staffed by bilincual 
master teachers, teacher aides, ane family workers.' Mr. 
Klagsbald expressed his appreciaticn to all involved <a: 
their aid in setting up this Drogran. He e>laine ‘ 
this program is a component of the bilingual procram servin 
the entire community and including the public as weil 
as the non public school children. He further explained 
that under the guidclines set in Washington this program 
will be monitored by the local Schocl Board. 


Mrs. Wertzberger suggested that all personnel for 
this program should be recruited from the community and 
thereb also creating jobs for local residents. 


Mr. Klagsbald explainea that being that it is a 
bilingual procram, we must find pecple on the basis of 
their knowledge and ability rather than their areas of 
residence. This especially refers to the licensed per- 
sonnel. Mrs. Wertzberger concurred on this but insisted 
that the non professional cormunity residents should 
be given priority. 


Mr. Horowitz mace this suggestion as a motion and 
it was carried unamiously. 


to the steering committee and to the advisory ccc 
for successfully brincing this procran tot ; 
school chiléren and thereby, nelnins 

education of the entire community. § 

to the chairman, Mr. k @asbaid, an 

This motion wes carried unamiously. 

at 9:30 p.n. 


Mr. Weiss made a motion to express avpreciation 


Minutes respectfully submitted 
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Minutes of mecting about Yiddish-Enslish bilinsual program 
nS prec 


May 2, 1974 
8:00 p.m. 


Meeting called to order by Mr. Nojowitz 


He introduced.representatives from’ @ifferent non 
Public schools in the area who were present at the meeting 
and informed that the Proposal was submitted to serve 
four hundred children at Beth Rachel and United Talmudical 
“Academy under Title VII Bilingual Program. 


This proposal, if implemented will be a milestone 
in the Gevelopment in upgrading the educaticna] needs 
of our children and improving the entire educational 
Standard of our community. 

* Mr. Nojowitz cautioned the participants that there 
are many problems io overcome before this Proposal will 
become a reality. The major prodlem will be with- Federal] 
Agencies who will have to make additional funds availadle 
to expand the bilingual program in Gistrict 14 which will 
include the Yid@ish=".nu ish componer.t. 


Mr. Glanzer discussed the development of a curriculun 
for this P=oGram and stated some of the problems that 
have to be overcome especially in areas of Yiddish 
instructional material which has not yet been fully 
developed. 


He further stated that some experiments will have 
to be conducted finalizing the proper material for such 
@ progran. 


Mr. Lefkowitz, member of the School Board, expressed 
his optimism that the Proposal will ultimately become 
a reality hopefully in September '74. He further stated 
that it is in the interest of the entire district that 
such a program be introduced among the nen public school 
Children. wWillia-s urcgh, he stated is a multi-ethnic 
and cultural community and it is our responsibility to 
help meet the neecs of all the children, 


In his discussions with other merbers 
Scheol Board, Nr. Lefkowitz reported, chev 
Push this progren which is lons overdya in 


0 


© et rt ao 


Mrs. Weiss made a Ppassionat 
blamed merbers Ort the comnunic«v 


tant in getting eligible Orograns 
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the non public Scheols. She stated th 
our children in non Pteslic schools are a 
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to benfit from some programs which have been designed 
for all the children. She called upon the participants 
to organize ourselves and demand our rightful share 

of these programs tor the benefit of the. education of 
our children. C= hes 


Her remarks were met by a loud applause by the 
rentire audience. . 


Mr. Glanz made a-motion to.adjourn the meeting and 
the motion was carried. : 


Meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 


Mirsces respectfully submitted by Mrs. Rubinstein 
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OFFICE OF REIMBURSARLE PROGRAMS 


SCHOOL DISTRICT 14, EC ROORLYN 


B10 SOUTH FIRST STREET 
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 12st 


or - caantns ae 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AiiD ~ AMENDMENTS 


TO DISTRICT 14's TITLE VI1 PROJECT APPLICATION 
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Will be under the direct supervision of 
papaaih inte to District 14 supervisory } 
in consu with the project coorain 
the profess‘onal resource teacners assigned 
program. 


Will receive spec eialized 
from the professional reso 
to enable them to develop an 
proficiency in one of the follows 
a) reading and language arts, 
ce) social studies ana science, 
heritage. in so far as parser 
delivering csc2cific ins structional s 
will be tra: -d jointly according tb 
of their spe. ilty. 
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The feasibility of having paraprofessionals move 
from site to site will be explored. 
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YIDDISH CULTURAL ENRICHMENT 
The Yiddish cultural enrichment tnstruction, referred 

to in the original project proposal for the Hebrew Day School 

component, has been eliminated and replaced by American and 

Hispanic cultural enrithmer . However, scme *Yiddish culture 

will be taught es part of tne overall cultural enrichment 

curriculum of the program. 


YIDDISH INSTRUCTION 


All instruction that was to take place exclusively in 
Yiddish, as outlined in the criginal project proposal, has 
either been eliminated or been replaced by Yiddish-English 
bilingual instruction. 


YIDDISH MATERIALS 


The original intention to purchase some exclusively 
Yiddish lansuage instructicnal materials has been discarded, 
It is understood that the development and purchase of addi- 
tional Yiddish-Enelish bilingual instructional materials. 
will best serve the needs of the Title VII progran,. 


PARENT INVOLVEMENT 


Family Workers/Family Assistants will work together as a 
unit under the direct superivison of the proressional personnel 
assigned to the prorsram. Wherever feasible, activities in- 
volving parent participation for all five sites, will take 
Place at one centra2i location. The Original project applica. 
‘tion contains a separate parent involvement component oute 
lining specific objectives and activities. 


PARENT ADVISORY COMMITTEES 


A district-wide parent advisory committee made up pre- 
dominantly of parensof Project participants, will meet 
formally during the month of July to discuss the various modi- 
fications in the project that have been undertaken subsequent 
to the time that the proposal was oriszinally submitted. It 
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SCHOOL DISTMICT 14, BROOKLYN 


ae 


310 SoutH First STREET 
BROOKLYN, NEW YoRIK 112141 
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Saints Peter and Paul: , EsS:L, Title 1° -- 5 days per week 
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ae er "Number of ~Days Per 
Grade _: Pupils _Veek 
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E.S.L, Title I - 5 days per week 


Number of Days Per 
Grade Pupils ss Weck 
1 50 § 


a 22 5 


In addition to Title I - Small groups, student tutors, senior involverent 
ee, programs for students involved in E.S.L. instruction 
is provided for youngsters at both schools. 
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REIMOURSABLE PROGRAMS 


BCHOTW. DISTRICT 14, BIRROOKLYN 


310 SouTH First Streer 
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 11211 


ToL 
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The project coordinator, professional resource people and secretarial and 
clerical personne) will 211 be assigned to a central location and be in- 
Profcssicnal resource 


volved in all comonents of the Title VII project. 
personnel (whose specific duties 


instructional All Title 
solely accountable to the Local 


program. 


Education mCcy. 


A tentative schedule of personnel assignncuts follows below: 


. 
. 


Position |_ 


E.S.L. 


Monday tet 


P.S.122 


Ah AR Our Saviour ur Saviour | Ebeth Rachel 


ou P.S.122 P.S.122 P.S.122 


ts.Peter & 
Paul 


Our Saviour Our Saviour 


Beth Rachel Injted Tal. | Beth Rachel 


-P.$.122 


Our Saviour ur Saviour | beth Rachel 


. 
. 


‘ 


Thursd 
United Tal. 

P.S.122 

P.S.122 


Our Saviour/ 
Sts.Pcter&Paul 


Beth Rachel/ 
United Tal. 


Sts.Peter&Paul 


Beth Rachel 


are outlined in the project application) 
will be responsible for the effective implementation of all aspects 
VII personnel will be explo:ees of 


-of 
end 


the 


_|. Fetday 


Sts.Petors aul 
nited Tal. 


eth Rachel 
P.S.122 


ur Saviour/ 
ts.PeterSPaui 


eth Rachel/ 
nited Tal, 


ts,.Peter&Paul 


P.S.122 


The project coordinator will be required to visit all five sites ona 


regularly scheduled basis. 
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OFrFrice Pr ROIMDBURSARPLE PROGRAMS 
BCHOOL DISTRICT 14, CROCKLYN 


310 Sourw First STREET 
BROOKLYN, NEW YORE 11211 


Pe Currently the carly nas aches graces j 


Beth Rachel and United Talnudica al Academy liiclude instruc-_ 


tion in reading readiness and réading, “language arts, = 


social studies and mathematics, These subjects are taught 
primarily in Yiddish, but English is used as a second 
language of instruction. Of the 34 hours thes subjects © 
are taught per diy, approximately 1$ hours ere spent in 
instruction in English, Approximately 60 youngsters are 
presently receiving additional small group English As A 
Second Language instruction at both schools, 
Because of the magnitude of the language problems, 
it is felt that @ more comprehensive approach to bilingual 
‘education is a necessity in order to assure success for 
those young-ters whose English language skills are severely 
deficient. It is hoped that a bilingual instructional program 


such as the one describe 2d in the proposed Title VII program 


will serve as a model for the entire complex of Hebrew Day 


. ee 
* an 4 


Schools in District ll, ° $ 


COL MUNITY CURE MIN CHOENT 
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OFFICZ OF REIMDURSAGLIO PROGRAMS 
SCHOOL DISTRIC” ‘ EROOIKLYN 


310 CouTH First STREET 
DROOKLYN, NEW YORK 11211 
SCH 2DULS =— APPLICABLS FOR: 
., os ® a a 
: Our Saviour School-= Grades le ; 


. Saints Peter and Paul = Grades 1-2 ~° 


&:30 _° Free Play © ee 


™ 


9; 00 Opening Exercises 


*9;10 English Language Arts and Reading in groups 


10: 30 Recess 


Ts | v4 ‘ . : . : 
‘10:45 Spanish Language Arts and Reading in groups 


12:00 Lunch 
12:45 Math 
1:15 ‘Science - Lionday, Thursday 
' Social Studies - Tuesday, Friday 
Physical Education -« Wednesday 
1:45 Music, Storytelling, Art 
2:15 Religious Instruction#* 


2:45 Preparation for dismissal 


“While a group is not eneared in dir ee < 
a &. D is aad lrected activit the child 
do assigned or independent vork, i) il ren 


During the morning, child a j 
ing t} ting, iiaren also attend special Enelj Se 
when needed, + Se epetgamec ee oo Cioneae 


4YPaye 7 tars - : : 7 
ver: onne } FIAMGCET’vs 9 : => 7 . . ‘Fr ? oa + m4 
ier bie Nok tie Gere Oe for the Title VIT 


{ 


aus ligious instruction 
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OFFICE OF REIMBURSABLE FPROGRAMS 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 14, F-ROOKLYN 


310 SOUTH FIRST STREET 
DRCOKLYN, NEW YORK 11211 


October 1], 1934 


' Elizabeth ,Keesee 

-Project Director 

United States Office of Education 
ROR # 3 - Room 3045 
7th And D Streets South west 
Washington, D.C. 20201 


Dear Mrs. Keesee* 


In June 1974, Commenity School District 14 received 
notification of a grant award in the amount of $467.231.00 
for continuation of project title "Bilingual Early Childhood 
Center" under CL 91-239, Title VII, Elementary and Secondary 
Act. 


We have been requested by the United States DISTRICT 
JUDGE, Jack B. Weinstein, in the matter of Parents' Association, 
Public School 19 versus Community School District 14 et.al. 
(74 CIV 783) to solicit supplementary funds from your office 
in order to provide expanded bilingual services to include 
additional language/handicapped children at Public School 19, 
310 South 3rd Street, Brooklyn, New York. The pupil population 
of the school cited is in excess of 90% Hispanic, a large nunber 
of whom are cutezgorized as language/handicapped, a similar 
target population to those pupils included in the district's 
continuing application. 


May we presume upon your office for a prompt response 
s0 that we may apprise the courts regarding the results of 
this request? 


rae truly yours, 


Mugs op 


Norman Spicycl 
Director - Keimbui sable re,rans 


APPROVED: 
er ; , 
OO ntl 
William A. Rozers * Sry 


Community Superintendent District # 14 


cc: Dr. John Molina 


¢) ONC Fr as 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WCLFARE 
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WASHINGTON Oc. 20202- 


27 Nov 1974 . 


ILE 
IN CLERKS OFFICE 
Mr. Norman Spiegel ‘ U.S. DISTRICT COURT E.D. NY, 


-Diréctor 
* 2£C133974 & 
District #14 
St Street 
Brooklyn, New York 11211 


Pear Nr, Spiegel: 


This le i r Ponse to your Feviest of Oc ober 1} for 
award #0EG-0-70-3472 ‘issued to District $14 
al program, 


ingual education and 
aware that the Ti Dercentage of 
Students who co. n ¢ VII program has 


always been a 7 é rnished schoo] 
districts so t 


children in tk 


af, however, tt, addition of Public School 19 to the 
enhance the mocel under development, 

within the current grant, then we would 

Scope of work for our review, 


Please fee) free to call 


Sincerely yours, 


GD ob Rosey 


Elizabe h Keesee 
Chief, Eastern Area Programs 


pI OSCR é. TELEPHONE 


COMMUNITY CUP rreNnoErt @63.2520 


Orrick Of REIMCURSABLE PROGRAMS 


ECHOOL DISTRICT 14, BROOKLYN 


_s 


310 So. cH First STREET 
BITOOKLYN, NEW YORK 11211 ae 
+ 


October 32 WROAG 0 -0*"" 
ht es 


Elizabeth Ncesee 

Project Dircetor 

United States Office of Education 
ROB #f 3 - Room 3045 

7th and D Streets South 
Washington, D.C. 20201 


Dear Mrs. Keesee: 


We have been informed by Sister Thomasine, Principal of 
Saints eter and Paul, that unforeseen circumstances make it 
impossible for the district to strictly adhere to the Title 
VII guidclines as chey apply to the school. After conducting 
several meetimsin an attempt to iron out the difficulties 
presented to us, we have ezreed honor the Sister's request 
and are hereby withdrawing Saints Peter and Paul from District 
14's Title VII program. 


As always, your cooperation concerning this matter is 
greatly appreciated. 


Very truly yours, 


Ni fly, ee A ) 


rg FF 


Jeffrey Feingold 
Coordinator, Title I 
APPROVED: 


Letter and Certification by Rosemary Carroll, 
March 20, 1975 
LAW DEPARTMENT 
MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
= ei = NEW YORK, N. Y. 10007 


“ W. bernard Richland 
4 ‘} pelea Pi Bs “y 
vi u ‘ RUGLAN P. BURKE, Corporation Counsel 


March 20, 1975 


Ira Bezoza, Esq. 
Williamsburg Legal Services 
260 Broadway 


Brooklyn, New York or 


Re: Parents Committee of 
P5S. 19 v. CSa i6 


Dear Mr. Bezoza: 


In-response to your letter of March 12, 1975 
concerning defendants' responses to plaintiffs' second 
interrogatories please be advised of the following: 


: Interrocatory 1 - With respect to (b) defend- 
ants do not possess a directory of street addresses of 
all parochial schools in District 14. Since we believe 
that this information is available in a source equally 
accessible to plaintiffs’ as to defendants (the Brooklyn 
Telephone Directory) we respectfully refer you thereto. 

As to (d)(e) & (g)-defendants do not possess 
nor maintain records with respect to the requested in- 
formation. 


Interrogatory 2 and 3(b) Defendants do not pos- 
sess nor maintain records with respect to such informa- 
tion. (c) The information requested is unknown to de- 
fendants. 


Interrogatory 4 b (i) - The language data sur- 
vey employed by the Board of Education is based upon 
teacher assessment of pupil language ability. The mode 
of assessment initially in oral questioning and observa- 
tion by the classroom teacher, Thereafter, the student 
is tested for language comprehension and “Ategorized as 
either Language Category 1 (severely language handicapped) 
Category II, (moderately language handicapped) Category 
III (no language handicap) and this determination is noted 
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on child's home room record card. There is no written 
testing instrument administered. 

(ii) Bilingual, fluent in Spanish and in English . 
Bilingual Program Committee is same as Parents Advisory 
Committee 

(iii) June 1974 


Interrogatory 5 (a) There is no written model 
for the language data survey HEE 
(c) There is no additional data. 


Interrocatory 6 The information requested has 
been provided in defendants’ response.to interrogatory 6, 
aand b. The defendants did not maintain daily records 
“ of conversations and meetings nor were records maintained 
of meetings with non-public school principals. 


Interrog..cory 7 The District received the assur- 
ances of Rabbi Frankel and Sr. Felippo with respect to the 
original language data survey and to the more extensive 
language data survey. 


. 
- 


‘ 


Interrogatory 8 End of June 1974 


Interrogatory 10 There was no expanded needs 
assessment data reauested by or submitted to United States 
Office of Education. 


Interrocatorv 11 and 13. Defendants reiterate their 
objections to these interrogatories. 


¥nterrogatory 14 - Defendants maintain that were 
the present action one challenging the qualifications of 
the teaching staff at the Bi lingual Early Childhood Center 
interrogatory 14 would arguably be relevant. However, in 
the context of a First Amendment action the information re- 
quested is irrelevant and the compilation of such informa- 
tion would unduly burden defendants. 

Interrogatory 15 - For 1971-2 Classes were: 
1 - Pre K, 2-k, 2-lst arades; I2-3 - L. Pre K, 2 K, 2-‘st 
2-2nd grades; 73-4 1 Pre K, 2K, 2 lst, 2-2nd, 2-3rd grades. 


Interrogatory 18 - See 6 supra 
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Interrogatory 20 Community Advisory Committee 
Interrogatory 21 See li and 13 supra 


Interrogatory 23 These were the only meetings. 
Defendants did not maintain records of telephone con- 
versations. Exhibit E and F do contain the series of 
assurances and personnel assignments submitted in July. 


Interrogatory 25 and 26 Defendants reiterate 
their objecvuions to these interrogatories. 


As per owr previous discussion, we shall notify 
you of the cost c¢ eproduction ~f the tapes’ of the CSB 
_ 14 Meetings and upon receipt of that sum from your office 
we shall comply with your request. 


Enclosed | erewith is a certification pursuant to 
F.R.C.I 33 of the responses originally supplied and those 
supplied herein. , 


: Yours very truly, 
. 7 


-_~ 
4 


Kove ne , | €s me 


Rosemary Carroll 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 


CERTIFICATION 


STATE OF NEW YORK 


) 
: 8S. 32 
) 


COUNTY OF NEW YORK 


ROSEMARY CARROLL, being duly sworn, deposes and 


1. I am an attorn2y in the office of W. BERNARD 
RICHLAND, Corporation Counsel, attorney for the defendants, 
Community School Board No. 14 and its members and having 
been assigned the cefense of this action am familiar with 
its facts and circumstances, 

2. The foregoing answers are true to my knowledge 
and belief, said knowledge and belief being based upon 
conversations with defendants and employees of the defendant 
and inspection of relevant records and books maintained by 


the said defendant. 


me - Scat ‘ | Ll 


ROSEMARY CARROLL 
Sworn to before me this 


25th day of March, 1975 


N\4 ye a Seats 
. (i 4 
J 


GAYLE §. SANDERS 
Motary Public, Sta. oi New Yorh 
Ne, 31 344+. 79 ‘ 
Qualified ip Me “Cork Sounty 2 
Conmissive ixptes (ated 8D, 1979 


Response of District 14 to Interrogatory 19 of 
Plaintiffs’ Second Set of Interrogatories 
LAW DEPARTMENT 
MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
NEW YORK, NY. 10007 
W. Bernard Richland 


» Corporation Cuunsel 


April 15, 1975 


Ira Bezoza, Esq. 
Williamsburg Legal Services 
260 Broadway 

Brooklyn, New York 


Re: Parent-Teachers Association 


oF. lo v- Comat 
schoo! District Ft seal. 


Dear Mr. Bezoza: 

Enclosed herein please find the response of 
Community School District #14, including exhibit, to 
interrogatory 19 of plaintiffs' second set of inter- 
rogatories. 


Very truly yours, 


Rosemary Carroll 
Assistant Corporation 
Counsel 


Enclosure 
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A.19. a) The Parents Advisory Committee for the Spanish- 
English component of the 1974-75 Title VII grant consisted of 
a committee for each of the schools which were targetted for 
participation in this component of the program. 

Thus, a Parents Advisory Committee was established 
and met with respect to the program directed at students 
attending P.S. 122. Please refer to exhibit I annexed to 
the affidavit of Norman Spiegel, previously submitted in 
support of the municipal defendants' motion for summary 
judgment. The exhibit consists of the minutes of various 
meetings held by this committee, Included are the names 
of participants, who are parents of children in attendance 
at P.S. 122. The dominant language of the committee members 
is Spanish. 

The Home School Association for Our Savior School 
comprised of parents of children attending Our Savior School 
held meetings between December, 1973 and June, 1974, 

Annexed hereto as exhibit H are the calendars of said 
meetings. The names and addresses of individual parents 
participating in these meetings are unavailable, however 
their dominant lenguage is Spanish. 

Likewise a Home School Association of Sts. Peter 
and Paul was comprised of parents of students attending 
Saints Peter and Paul whose dominant langauge is Spanish. 
The names of parents who regularly attend such meetings are: 

Mrs. Rivera Mrs. Roman 

Mr, Vergara Mr. Valentin 
Mrs. Ellen Mrs. Caraballo 
Mrs. Estrada Mrs. Parriagna 
Mrs. O'Donovan Mrs. Fragrosa 
Mr. Mercado Mrs. Cardona 
Mrs. Rios 


The addresses of these parents is unavailable. 
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b) Each meeting held of the above committees took 
place at the respective school. 

The dates are as follows; 

P.S. 122 - See exhibit I of Spiegel affidavit 
referred to in "a" above, 

Our Savior - See Exhibit "H" submitted herewith. 

Saints Peter and Paul - June 12, 1974, November 13, 
1974, January 15, 1975. See also, response to interrogatory 


6, previously submitted. 


c) See response to interrogatory 6. See also 
exhibit "I" of Spiegel affidavit referred to in "a" above. 
The Home School Association meetings of both Our Savior 
and Saints Peter and Paul dealt wich general discussions 
concerning various matters attendant to school admina- 
stration and the delivery of education, including, but 
not limited to the respective school's participation in 
the 1974-75 Title VII program of District 14. See also 


exhibit "H" submitted herewith. 


a) See exhibit "I" of Spiegel affidavit and 
referred to in "a" above, exhibit "H" annexed hereto, 


and the response to interrogatory 6 previously submitted, 


e) The Home Cchool Association for both Our 
Savior and Saints Peter and Paul schools consistently 
and wholeheartedly endorsed their respective schodl's 
participation in the 1974-75 Title VII program of District 
14 at all association meetings during which the Title VII 


proposal was discussed, 


Only Public School 122 received Title VII assis- 


tance in District 14 for the prior four (4) years of the 
District's five (5) year program. The Parents Advisory 


Committee for the school endorsed yearly the school's 


JA 378 


participation in the continuing Title VII program, and that 
support continued for the 1974-75 project proposal, which 


represented the final year of .e program, 


f) The Community School Board did not formally 


approve the establishment of such committee, 


7 + Met!” oho Ose eek bei Tha is 3 H JA 379 


—ted., Jwie - becting of the Heme-Srhoq] ASsteiutlon in the Auditoriun 


ab 7:45 pom. The Glez Club wili entertain in honor of 
the Centennial of Transfiguration Parish. There will be 
au Cxhibit of the students? art work, 
Fri., June First Friday of the month. Faculty meeting in the after- 
Noon. Classes dismissed at 12 noon after lunch, 
Sat., June the Horie-School Association will sponsor a ‘Night at 
the Races" in the Auditorium “tl 7:30 p.m. Admission 
1.00. Mo one under 18 will be admitted, 
.0on., June winners of the Raffle Will be chosen. Prizes are: 
Color TV, Polaroid Camera, and a Basket of Checr. 
Please return all raffle books and money to the Office 
bj a.iN. On June 10, 
Tues., June ll - The Stucents of the. ?th Grade Will take a special test 
and be dismissed at 106 a.m, . 
sxaii Curnival and T Sale _snonsorec > nHomee 
seers dune 22 ~ Serseyon carpi vel ead toy the school day. cy the 


Sat., June 15 - Graduation at 5:30 p. m. 
Thurs., June 13) 
Fri., June 14 ) Exaininations in the morning. Dismissal at 11:30 a.m, 


Mon., June 1 ) Lunch will be served. 
Tues., June {g ) 


Wed., June 19 - Rating Day. Wo school for students. 
Thurs., June 20 - Distribution of report cards. Dismissal at 10:00 a.m, 


ESCUsLA DE NUESTRO SALVADOR 
CALENDARIO PARA JUNIO LI74 


micrcoles, 5 de junio - Reunion de Ja Asociacion de Hogar y Escuela 
Alas 7:45 p.m. en el auditorio. El Coro 
de la escucia presentard un prograra@ para 
Celebrar el Centenario de la Parroquia de 
la Transfiguracion. HKabrd una exhibicién 
del trabajo artistico de nuestros estudi- 
antes. 

viernes, 7 de junio Reunion mensual de la facultad. No habre 
Clase por la tarde. 

Sabado, 8 de junio Tendrémos carrerus de Caballos auspiciada 
por la Asociacion de Horar y Escuela en 
el auditorio a las 7:30 pem. Entrada 
21.00. No se permiteran menores de 18 anos. 

lunes, 10 de junio Se seleccionaré4n los fzanodores de la rifa. 

Los premios constituyen de un television en 

colores, una c4mara Polaroid y un canasto 
de golosinas. Favor de entregar todos los 
libros de la rifa adjunto al dinero junio 
10, en la oficina. - 

martes, 11 de junio Los estudiantes de] séptimo prado cogeran un 
examen especial y saldran a las 10:00 a.m, 

miércoles, 12 de junio Durante el dia de clases, carnaba’ y venta 
de juguetes auspiciado por la Asociacién de 

; logar y Escuela. 
Sabado, 15 de junio Los ejercicios de Graduacion en Ja misa a 
4as 5:30 p.m. 
jueves, 13 de junio ) 


viernes, 14 de junio) R ; an ¥: 
: ‘xdmenes finales por las mananas. Los ninos 
lunes, 17 de junio ) Dale ee hy *! 


martes, 18 de junio ) Saldran a las 11:30 a.m., después de almuerzo. 


miércoles, 19 de junio Dia para corregir los exdinenes. No habra 
clase para los estudiantes. P 
jueves, 20 de junio Se distribuirdn los informes y saldran a 
O-010 ~ 
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OUR SAVIOUR SCHOOL 
SCHOOL CALENDAR FOR MAY 1974 


Friday, May 3 First Friday. - Faculty Me@ting in the afternoon. 
Classes dismissed at 11:45 p. Mm. 

Friday, May 10 Special teachers' meetings. The children will not 
come to school. 

Saturday, May 11 The Parish Drama Guild will present "The Gift" at 
8:00 p.m., in the auditorium. All are invited. 

No admission charge. 
Wednesday, May 15 Home-School Association Meeting at 7:45 p.em., in 
. the auditorium. Grading and Reporting to Parents 
will be discussed. Parents will have an opportunity 
to meet with the teachers. 

Saturday, May 18 5 p. m. in Transfiguration Church, Bishop.Mugavero 
will offer a Mass of Thanksgiving to celebrate the 
100th Anniversary of Transfiguration Parish. All 
are invited. 

Thursday, Mary 23 Ascension Thursday, Holyday of Obligation. School 
closed. 

Friday, May 24 School closed. 

Monday, May 27 Observance of Memorial Day. School closed. 

Thursday, May 39 A representative of the Greene Uniform Company will 
be here to measure boys for trcusers, including boys 
entering First Grade in September. 9 a.m. in the 
auditoriu.:. 


If there is any 
to the Principal 


CALENDARIC ESCOLAR PARA MAY) 1974 


el viernes, 3 de mayo -~ Rewnion mensual de la faculi«c. No habra’ 
clase por la tarde. 
ef viernes, 10 de mayo Reuniones especiales para los maestros. Los 
niffos no vendrah a la escuela, 
el sabado, 11 de mayo Kl Club Dramatico de Transfiguracion present - 
r/'%] Regalo’ en el auditorio 1 las 8 p.m. 
7 Tccos estan invitados. Entrad2 gratis. 
miercoles, 15 de mayo Revnion de la Asociacion del Hogar y Escuela 
1 las 7:45 p.m. en el auditorio. Se discutiré 
las notas y la manera ce dejarle saber a los 
paares del progreso de sus hijos. Los padres 
tend:an la oportunidad de hablar con los 
maestros. 
sdbado, 18 de mayo - 5 n.m. Iglesia de la Transfiguracion. Nuestro 
Obic».o Monsefior Mugavero celebrara una Misa 
en Accion de gracias por los 100 anos de la, 
Parroguia de la Transfiguracion., Todos estan 
invit.ados. 
jueves, 23 de mayo Dia ce la Ascension. Dfa de procepto. No 
havrd clase. 
viernes, 24 de mayo No hubra’ clase. P 
lunes, 27 de mayo Dia de los héroes. No habra case. 
martes, 30 de mayo 9 e.m. Un representante de Greene Uniform Co. 
vency fa la escuela para medir los ninos, 
incluyendo los que entran en septiembre. 
Toda la cuota anual deb*. estar pagado en el 30 de abril. Si_hay 
una razén por la cual eso no ha sido posible, por favor habla con la 
Principal o a un miembro del Comité Financiero, 


GUR SAVIOUN SCHOOL 


‘ 
——— 


SCHOOL CALENDAR EC! MARCH 197% 


Friday, March 1 First Friday of the month. Classes will be 
dismissed at 11:45 a. Mm. 
Monday, March 4 to ; 
Thursday, March 7 Distribution of report cards. Each Class will 
be notified us to the procedure to be followed, 
Friday, March 8 Diocesan Textbook Exhibit--No school. 
Monday, March 11 to 
Friday, March 15 -~ SPA Tests will be administered to Grades 3 
throu;h §&. 


Registration for Our Saviour School for September 1974, will be 
held in March. Details will follow. 


Thank you for your help in the chocolate drive. We have a few 
bars left. We would like all money in by Thursday, March 7. 


CALENDARIO ESCOLAR PAR MARZO 197¢ 


el viernes, 1 de marzo Reunién mensual de la facultad. No habra 
clase por la tarde. 
el lunes, 4 de marzo al 
jueves, 7 de marzo Se distribuirdén las tarjetas de las notas. 
Cada clase recibira instrucciones 
especialesde su maestro, 
el viernes, 8 de marzo Habre una exhibicidn de libros para los 
maestros de la didcesis. No habra clase. 
el lunes, ll de marzo at 
viernes, 15 de marzo Los estudiantes de los grados 37° al gv° 
cogeran examenes especiales de S, R. A. 


fe ~ 
Matricula para la Escuela de Nuestro Salvador tendra lugar en marzo. 
Recibird4n los detalles la semana que viene. 


Gracias por su ayuda en la venta de chocolates. Todavfa tenemos 
chocolates. Queremos recibir todo el dinero antes del jueves, el 7 de 
marzo. 


Sister Filippa 
Principal 


OUR SAVIOUR SCHOOL 
SCHOOL CALENDAR FOR FESRUARY 1974 
THE CHOCOLATE DRIVE WILL CONTINUE UNTIL /RIDAY. FEBRUARY 8 


Friday, February 1 --First Friday of the month. Faculty meeting in the 
afternoon. Classes dismissed at 11:45 a. m., 
after eating lunch. 

Tuesday, February 12 -There wili be class until 11:40 a. m. No lunch 
will be served in school. 

Wednesday, February 13 - Home-School Meeting in the auditorium at T3hd 
Pp. m,. cee - Financial problems facing the 
ep his year. Budget for 1974-75. 


Friday, February 15 - 3: 0G ‘m. - Monday, February 25, 8:20 a. m. = 
1D -WINTER RECESS - SCHOOL WILL BE CLOSED. 


CALENDARIO ESCOLAR PARA FEBRERO 1974 
LA VENTA Di CHOCOLATES S#GUIRA HASTA Ei_VIERNES 8 DE FEBRERO 


el vie...es, 1 de febrero - Primer viernes del mes. Reunion mensual 
de la facultad, Los ninos saldran a las 
11:45 a. m. despues de su almuerzo, 

el martes, 12 de febrero - Habra’ clase hasta las 11:40 a. m. No se 
servire almuerzo en la escuela. 

el miércoles, 13 de febrero - Reunion de la Asociacion de Hogar y 
Escucla. en el auditorio a las 7:45 p. m, 
Agenda - Los problemas financieros que nas 
enfreritan egte ano, El presupuesto para 
cl proximo ano 1974-75. 

el viernes, 15 de febrero, 3:00 p. in. al lunes 25 de febrero a las 
6:20 a. m. - VACACION DE INVIERNO. NO 
HABRE CLASE. 


‘ - 
4‘ 


oe 4 + ~ 72 2 2 iA 
Jister rislLppa 
solar ; a 
Principal 
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. ° ; e. arn a van at Lien of 
Thank you for your suppert and co operitd rmotne collect 


) 
Ss Fetes Racer, cot > TO npere £or two «duestional 
Campbell Soup Inbels. Ve ora sa Lic LO aaj t 43 j “ste a 
Lil t it udsnts. Thank's tee, to tie parents 
michines tiat widl PeneTi Jl LUC’! Koa ai ifs : ; Be 
ea 14 ~ hemi an the Chrictz sade Sad to say, 
arias stunents wna WorKed YY WAIMT ON tive OF 8] Times & ° 
ati . «=? 4 eek ta 4 : ? nin? : Cia 
ls 1 : litt Or notdéin2 and, thererore, th 
scine parents eared HUAI cows ea aUtla YP POUL oa, Ua, 


cule wasn't a3 sucessful as we had hoped. 


Friday, Jan. 4 - first beiday. Paculty meeting in the afternoon, 
Classes dismissed at 11:45 a. m., efter lunch. 
Monday, Jan. 7 - Our sonnual chocolate bar sete will beyin. Orders 
Willi be taken during this weck. Candy will be 
distributed berinning on Monday, Junuary 1d. 
Wwe ara counting on the rard work of each and every 
parent sad student te ueip us to raise the mouey 
We 0 desperately need in order for our school 
LO stay open. 
Saturday, Jan. 19 = ifome-Gcno0] Association Nance from 8 p.m. to 
2 4eM., in the schocl] auditorium. Admission 
is Gh per person. ‘Tickets; are available in 
enday, Jan. 21 - 
to Friday, Jin. 25 - Cathoitics Schouls Veek 


May I remind you tno. the third tuition payment. of $75 is due 
on or before Pebruary i, i:74. Please be sure to make this payment 
promptly. If previous paywents are not up to date, please pay them 
during this menth ot vanuary, 

MOUS LA DE NUFOTRO SALVADOR 
CALENGAPTO « SCOLAR PAA ENERO DE 1974 


iPKLTZ ANO NURVO! 


Gracias por su apsyo y cooperacion en la recolesta de etiquctas 
de Sopa Campbell. Heino podide dos macuinas educacionales para el 
beneficio de nucstros «siudiantes. Gracins tamoien a los padres jy 

Studiantes que trabajecon con tanto esf 


fuerzo cn la venta de articulos 

de Navidad. fis uno Lussiiniy que almunos podres y estudiantes vendieron 

muy poco o nada. Por eso, lo venta no fue el vsito que nosotros 

esperabamos. 

el viernes, 4 de enero - Primer viernes dol mes. Reunion mensual de 
la facultad. Los ninos saldran a las 13 después de su 
almuerzo, 


el lunes, 7 de enero - apegara nuestra venta anual de chocolates. 


OO coperan ordenes durante este Somana. Hl chocolate 

2 destribuiva el lunes 14 de enera, Dependemos del tra- 
hago, esfuerso, vy cooperacion jue Lengan todos los padres 
y eStudiantes pura colectar tcdo el dinero posible (que 
r 


an desesperadamente necesitame.) para mantener nuestra 
, escuela abicrta. 
€l Sabado, 19 de enero - Paile ausplcada por la Asociacion de Escuela 


y itlopar de & pam. a 2 acme, on el auditerio de la escucla. 
Entrada eS yh per cada persona. Se vendran en la oficina 

de la escucl 

el lunes, 21 de enero 3] 

viernes, 25 de enero - somana de Escuelas Catolicas 
Quiero recordarles que el tercer paso ese 
en oO antes del primero de febrero. Por 
Pagos anteriores no han side pagado 


debe estér ? ! 
favor pigelo ensezuia:., oi Log 
Pail 

S, pagelos durante este mes de enero. 


OU SAVIOUR CCHOGL 
SCHOOL CALENDAR FOR DLCEMEER 1573 


Monday, Dec. 3 - A representative of the Green Uniform Co. will 
meusure voys for pants in tne auditorium at 
6:30 a. fi. 

Monday, Dec. 3 - Friday, ‘ec. 7 - Report cards will be given out. 
Rach Glacs will be notified as to the procedure 
to be followed. 

Thursday, Dec. 6 - GIANT SALI - New and slivhtly used articles. 

, There are clothes, housenold articles, toys, 
school supplies, includiny desks, gifts, and 
Christmas articles. Sale wi!l be held in the 
auditorium from 9 a. m. 9 uu. and from 7 p. m. 
le 
Friday, Dec. 7 ‘irst Friday. Faculty meeting in the afternoon 
ith the faculties of Most) Holy Trinity and All 
; Classes will be dismissed at 11:45 a. m. 
Saturday, Dec. 8 Moat of the Immaculate Conception. Holyday of 
L ation, 
Friday, Dec. 14 -~ uring the school day, there will be a special 
jim for Grades 5 - 8, "The Cross and the Switch- 
Admission 5U¢. 

Monday, Dec. 17 - uring the school day, there will be a special 
film for Grades 1 - 4, “I’ollyanna.“ Admission 50¢. 

Wednesday, Dec. 19 - Home-Schvol Association mecting at 7:45 p. m., 

in tne auditorium. Our school Clee Club will 

entertain with 2 Christmas Program. Admission is 

SO¢ for adults and 254 Yor children. 

~ Christiras eclebrations. Students do not have 

to wear uniforms. Dismissal at 10:30 a. m,. 

Tuesday, Dec. 25 - Christmas Day. Holydauy cf Ohligation. 

Tuesday, Jan. 1 - New Year's Day. Holyday of Obligat.on. 

Wednesday, Jan. 2 - School veopens at 6:20 a. mM. 


Friday, Dec. 2l 


We are having a daily sale of Christmas articles. Each article 
costs $l. 
May the peace and love of Christ fill your hearts and homes at 
Christmas and throughout the year to cone. 


-- 


/ 


Sister Filippa 


GIANT SALE - To make this activity the financial success we want it 

to be, each and every parent must cooperate. Ir you have any articles 
to donate to the sale, please bring them to the school office. Next 
Thursday, please come to the Sale and ask your relatives, friends and 
neighbors to come too. 
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OUR SAVIOUR SCHOOL 


CALENDARIO ESCOLAR PARA DICILCMBRE 1°97 


lunes, 3 de dic. - 8:30 a. m., en el auditorio, estara’ 
presente un representante de Greene Uniform 
Company para coger las medidas de los ninos 
que quieren comprar pantalones. | 
lunes, 3 de dic. al viernes, 7 de dic. - Se distribuiran pas tarjetas 
de las notas. Cada clase recibira instrucciones 
especiales de su maestro, 
jueves, 6 de dic. - Enel audite », 9o0.m.ah p.m, 7 pom. a 
9 p.m. - GRAN \. TA de articulos nuevos y en 
buenas condiciones. Hay ropa, articulos para 
la casa, juguetes, efectos escolares, incluy- 
endo pupitres, regalos, articulos de Navidad. 
viernes, 7 de dic. - Primer viernes del mes. lKeunidn de nuestra 
fucultud con las facultades de la Santisima 
Trinidad y Todos Los Santos. No habra’ clase 
; por la tarde. , 
sabado, 8 de dic. - Dia de la Inmaculada Concepcion. Dfa de 
precepto, 
viernes, 14 de dic. - Habra’ una pelicula especial para los grados 
» -« 8, ‘The Cross and the Switchblade. ' 
Entrada 5Q¢. 
lunes, 17 de dic. - Habra una pelicula especial para los grados 
4 1-4, “Poliyanna.” s.trada 50¢. 
miercoles, 19 de dic. - Reunioh de la Asociacidn de Hogar y Escuela 
' a las 7:45 p.m., en ei auditorio. El Coro de 
Ja escuela presentar “ un programa de Navidad. 
intrada: adultos - 50¢, ninos - 25¢. 
viernes, 21 de dic. - Fiestacitas de Ni,idad. Los nihos pueden 
venir sin uniforme. Las clases terminardn a 
las 10:30 a.m. : : 
martes, 25 de dic. - Dia de la Navidad. Dia de obligacion 
catolica. 
- fia del Ano Nuevo. Dia de obligacion 
catolica. 
- Las clases empezardn de nuevo a las 8:20 
a.m., como de costumpre. 


martes, 1 de enero 


miercoles, 2 de enero 


v 


Tenemos una venta diaria de articulos de Navidad. Cada articulo 
cuesta $l. 


. ° ‘ st2 ° ° 
Que la bendicion del Ninito Jesus sea con ustedes durante la Navidad 
y que la felicidad les aompane en el Ano Nuevo. 


Sister Filippa 
GRAN VENTA - Para que dicha actividad sea un gran exito, cada padre 
debe brindar Su cooperacion. Si hay articulos en casa que podemos vender, 
por favor, traiganlos a la oficina de la escuela. El jueves que viene, 
dia de la venta, vengan a comprar y invitar a sus parientes, amigos y 
vecinos a venir también. 


Defendant’s Answers to Interrogatories 


of limited En 


ivate 


submission, 


of the said 


Or conference: 


(a) list the da ink ation 


addresses and title 


of Commun 


C@istrict" 


“the Act" 


ability en 


Talmudica 


that 


par 


unde 


) 


children 


regquirc: 


7th and 
of the 


400 Mary 


Spiegel; 


Attorneys, 
Educati¢ 


The 


project. 
on April 10, 
concerning 


located in 


school chil 


Jimited Englisl 


Other thar 


proj 


offices of the 


meecit 


reviewed 


of any sort 

representat nT yees whi 
conference 

submission, modification 

of children attending either 
schools in the area served 


Title VII grant 


including all 


wrocdiuced as a result of each 


including %} 


the Division 


wiether the 
for a projec 
chiléren hi 


dominant lar 


and private 


not prec 
other questions 
should be discus: 


prior to ai 


particir 


number of 


Participating 


(d) the 


educational agency; 


(ec) the number of children enrolled in non-profit 
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ia 4 ® . ' . asa ee 
STATE. O1 
COUNTY OF V1 
LASTERN DIS 
Stella hh ? ia 
' 1 
dry of .Apy i] Pe Sy ‘ a ts ts J) » 4 


State « ew Yorlx ‘ T 

of which the a ! post } 
4 tc ‘ 7 ) ‘ 

direc to the pur 


260 Bro 


3d 
1975. 


VOTE AYN 2yos Tea | Ces err rise 
; DTAts: 3%; ; EP 
Al \' P 1 UPe Be ©. act hated 


hitase VA 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF KINGS 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, ss 
baie - ‘. ‘ : , being duly sworn, says that he is emploved in 
the office of the United States Attorney for the Eastern District of New York. That on 
the _ Me day of , he served o true copy of the annexed 


~ 2 - = on the office of 


attorney for hereii, located ist 
, Borough ef Py Sg): 
lew a true copy of same with his clerk or other porn i 


Sworn to hefore me this 
day of 


| 


Unt tid 
BAST D 


PARENTS! 


York in Re 


soon ther 


affiant i: 


Notice of Cross-Motion 


Fs2 
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TES DISTR cay ay 
ISI ‘EW YOR) 
Supa Shi aklg’ ai ae gh Side, ew eee ni ane 
COMUETICL OF PUBLIC J 
J be il ’ e 
, 74 CIV. 783 
) (3,8.%:) 
Plaintiffs, 
~apainst- ) 
NCTiCl Zi 
( lL ROAR ¢ MOTION 
| pT ) 
4 ( , vi 1 
PELL, indi ’ a 
A a ( i H 
! tel il @ OF GkerRhe- J 
D int WER, 
and ] 
PLEASE Ts NOT i ini por ¢ anne a d i 
OZA ar uppl ] idavit of PATRICIA \ 
ef nt's motion ers £ imma juds t GY 
Mare 1 1975, } adiourned to and ne r¢ 
1975, and unon all the ; adi and ceecing 
herein, the plaintiff wilt mov this Court, tot 
ited State Court House, 225 Cadman Pl 1, Brock] 
om 10 on the 1Sth cay of rch, 197 at $:30 A. 
eaftcr as couns | a ib his 1 for n orde? 
(1) pursuant to Rul (c) tne Federal hul 
( UT triking par | rh... 26,29 Bad Iz, 3, 
5 of the wifidavit « ran Soivegeli, attache 
ion fo y ju t, on the winds that 
my 1 knowl t et fort ct is 10 
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(2) pursuant to Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil 
denying defendants' motion for summary judgment on 
ftie' Fourth ani Fifth Claim for Relicf as there are genu} 
ces of material facts as the allegations contained therein, 0: | 
ajternative, pursuant to Rule 56(f), granting plaintiffs 


discovery; 
' 


*inuance of said moti: to allow the completion of 


(3) pursuant to Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil 
cedure granting a suanary judgment in favor of plaintiffs as 
seet: their Sixth Ciain for Relief upon tie ground that therc 
no genuine issue of any material fact and that plaintiff is 


‘titled to a judgment ; a mattcr of law; PAL 


(4) pursuant to Rules 33 37 of the Federal Rules 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


t 


Civil Procedure cor ing the mun ipa -fendants to admin::s 
ter inmediately in Sche trict Ke. { e language 


Jevelaped by defendants 1 the consent decree 


ur 


New York v. 
‘.¥. August 29, 1974) to 4 } nr 1 in the pub 
parochial schools located in Distr No. 14 to determine 
ssess the total number of children of limited English-s] 
ability; and 
(5) for such other and different relief as the 
may dcem necessary. 


DATED: Brooklyn, New York 
April rs s ats 


Resneetfully submitted, 
4 
’ mee 

‘fae 
R CITKD Y. . 

RA SS. BE-OZ 

ATRICTA Vij \ - 
WILLIAMSBURG LEGAL SERVICES 
260 BROADWAY, BROOKLYN, NEW YO! 


KENNETH KIMERLING 

HERBERT TE TTLEBAUM 

PUERTO RICAN LEGAL DEFENSE FUN! 
95 MADISON AVENUI 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 


STATES DISTRICT 
DISTRICT OF NEW 


COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 19, 


Plaintifts, 
-against- 
BOARD OF COMMUNITY 
4 OF THE CITY OF AFFIDAVIT IN OPPOSI- 
TION TO MUNICIPAL 
DEFENDANTS*® 3iGTIS! 
and FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT! 
H. BELL, INDIVIDUALLY 
TY AS COIMISSTONER OF 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION OF 


HEALTH, EDUCATION AND 


Defendants. 


IRA S. BEZOZA, being d 
deposes and says: 
I am an attcrney 
in this action and make this affidavit in opposition 
municipal defendants' motion for summary judgnent 
of plaintiffs’ cross motion to dismiss paragraphs 
of the affidavit of Norman Spiegel o1 
ground that said affidavit does not comply wi le require 
ments of Rule 56(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedu 
that said affidavit is not made up personal knowledge or sets 
forth facts as to which the affiant is competenct to testify. 
On April 9th, the depos: 
Sister llipa Ann Luciano, prinicipal of Our Savior 
habbi Naftali iH. Frankel, principal of United Talnu 
the purported "needs assessient" coordinators for the n 
parochial schools, were taken. Neither deposition has 
pleted. As an alternative to this Court's dimissal of fendants 
motion, us is prayed for herein, plaintiffs respectfully request 


a continuance to allow for the completion of discovery and de- 


position pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P., Rule 56(f). 


JA 401 


Claim, that the 


' 


Central to plaintiffs 
reportionate ‘rviciny of parochial schools violates the 
i i 


‘ual Education Act, 20 U.S.C. §880b, and the regulaticns 


riyated thereunder is the compilation, validity and 


of the assessment F needs of children of limited Engli 
ing ability in the public and parechial 
such "needs assessment" that a determina 
proper allocation o 
pa %chial school 

is motion, it is plainti 
tention that Normal Speig the affiant, 


ne 
pe 


imbursable Programs, docs not possess facts vased upon 
knowledge or any 
as to the validity ot 


schools. (Exhibits " 


mary judgment). 


Fourth Claim for clief in thei 
nental Complain hat the sproportionate allocatic 
VII funds and s to parochia! school children 
Statute and regulations, genuine issues of matcrial 
as to the propricty, validity and compilation of the 
sment" and summary judgment should be denied; (b) Fif 
Relief, that the disproportionate allocation of funds 
ial school children violates the Establishment Clause 
First Amendment to the United States Constitution, genuine is 
of material facts exist as to the principai eff 
of such public aid and the political entanyle 
and religious institutions and summary judgment 
(c) Sixth Claim fer Relief, that the defendants have violat 
regulations requiring the establishment and consultation 


cemmunity advisory group, defendants have admitted said vic 


and summary judginent should vc granted in favor of plaintif! 


Speizel's affidavit, in whi:h the affiant- alleges, 


part, that a language dat 


public schools classified 


jin Hebrew Day Schools and 


relled in Roman Catholic 


capped should be 


in Exhibit "G" and "I" of 


the personal knowledge of 


piled by Sister Fillipa A 


vided to the defendants a 


to Plaintiffs Second Inte 


In fact, at the dcepositic 


stated that he personally 


for Beth Rachel and 


Albert Friedman of United 


the twenty-one other scho 


unknown to the defendar 


plaintiffs in their Respo 


underlying data to suppo1 


tained in Exhibits "G" an 


Plaintiffs' Second Interr 


not possess personal know 


'ddress of the schools 1i 


| oF and 3 to Piai 


of counsel, Ro: 


weZO20 Corres} 


counsel] dated ee 


March 


tiunJuants! 


responses to plaintiffs' 


S 


Plaintiffs" Exhibit "A." 


for a vf t 


herein, number 


6. 


stricken. 


counsel concerning the adequacy of munic 


Paragraphs 15, 16 and 29 of 


Mr. 
in pertinent 


a survey similar to that used in th 


7,790 and of 11, 095 children enrolied 


,491 out of the 6,911] children en- 


"ay Schools as English language handi- 


This information, which is contained 


defendants’ motion, is not based on 


the affiant vut was purportedly 


nn Luciano and Rabbi Frankel and 


nd See Response, pa 


rrogatories mnunity Scho 


4 


n of Rabbi Frankel, on April 9th, 


supervised the "needs asses 


d Talmudical Academy, and that a 


Talmudical Academy was responsib] 


ols listed in Exhibit "GC", s fact 


and aifiant or undisclosed by them 


nses 


7. Nor does the affiant possess 


t the :inal "needs assessment" co 


d "H", See Responses, paragraph 


ogatories. Additionally, affiant does 


ledge as to the location and strect 


sted in kxhibit "G". Responses, para- 


ntiitits' Second Interrogatories and 


-arroll, dated March 26, 1975 


¢ between Ira S. Bezoza, plai 


975 and Rosemary Carroll, municipal ¢de- 


| 


cipal defendants 


interrogatories is attached hereto as 


This is relevant to plaintiffs claim 


he Hebrew Day Schools, included witnin 
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the needs assessment, are loceted ortside School District No. 1 
‘ salensaic mae 
— 


8; The nt's entire knowledge of 
the validity of the "needs assessment", in terms of numbers and 
means by “hich it was compiled, was based upon hearsay, conjec- 


ture and presumption and should be disallowed. See Responses, 


ct 


paragraph 7 to Plaintiffs' Second Interrogatory. 


9. It is further submited that para- 


Ww 


graphs 12, 13, 18, 19, 22, 24, 25 do not set forth facts based 


' 
| 
| 
( 
' 
| 

upon personal knowledge or upon which affiant is competent to | 
} 
{ 


testify but are conclusionary statements which should be dis- 


allowed. 


Relicf, it is respectfully submitted that there are genuine is- 


sues of materia] facts as to the validity and reliability of th 


+ 


"needs assessments" compiled by the parochial schools, its co 


parison with public schools assessment, and the appropriate al 


location of fund. between public and parochial school childrei 


Plaintiffs possess certain direct and circumstantial’ evidenc 
3 Baie = deca Reta tid thoes 2! 


" 


which contradicts the "necds assessments 


in particular the Hebrew Day Schools, and are secking furthei 
discovery. The following is respectfully submitted: 
? & p 


(a) The "needs assessment" contained 


in Exhibit "G'" inciudes the needs of children enrolled in HNebrs 


Day Schools outside thé boundaries of Schoo! District—No.i4.— 


+ 
L 
ons ee 


Attached hereto as Plaintiffs Exhibit "B' is a copy of a docu- 
ment submitted by Rabbi Frankel, at his deposition en April Sth, 


which lists the location of United Talmudical Academy and Set! 


| 


Rachel which were included in the "needs assessuent. Inited 


mudical Academy locations outside of the School District 


the schools ‘at 167 Sands Strect and 176 Degraw Strect het 


kachel location outside of the District is 225 Patchen Aven. 
Neither the Community School Board nor Rabbi Frankel posse 
information concerning the street addresses of the other twenty- 


| 
one schools listed in Exhibit "G". | 
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Plaintiffs have been referred to the 
brooklyn Telephone Directory for this information by defendants, 


see Responses paragraphs 1, 2 and Exhibit "A", but *he results 


have confused the matter further. No listings were found for thc 


following schools; 


Yeshiva Minchas Eleizer 
Yeshiva Shaar Hatorah 
Yeshiva Shomrei Hada: 
Yeshiva ° nach} 


vd 
Additionally, Bnos Yakov was listed as ific Stre out- 
side the District: Beth Jacob Teachers Seminary was lis at 


PIStviet, 


13 9} 
112@n 


Yeshiv< enai Mordechai 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Plain-, 
tiffs cannot rely on such inform 1 an seel irth iC 
covery. | 


t! 


er dis 
cation mu 


ucational needs 
the District, sce Use Gs +- ob(3)i and thus 
tion is vital t 
(b) Elementary and Second: 

(FSLA) Title I programs requires the compliation of a "needs 
assessment" of public and non-public school children based upon, 
in pertinent part, educational achievement and minimum competency 
as measured by certain tests, MAT's etc. The "needs assess 
are not conducted by the local school boards or parochial 

the central Board of Education, Ofi 

of ESEA Title I, through a private 
Urbanetics, Inc. Attached as Exi 
Gene A. Satin, Director of the Dureau of ESEA Title I, to Con- { 
| 


nunaty School Superintendent Rogers and Community School Board } 


| 


Chairaan Brother Lally, dated June 21, 1974; attached thereto, i 


a docunent indicating ¢! total number of eligible Non-public 


school children on a school by school basis with district totals 


JA 405 
05 | 
: This Title ] survey includes all of the Catholic day schools \ 
listed in the Title VII "needs assessment" (see Exhibit "H" of | 
municipal defendant totion) and two Evangelical schools ne = 
\ 
° . ! 
cluded. Note that oaly ten Hebrew Day Schools are listed in thi: 
' 
Title I necds assessnent of District 14 schools. Twenty-three | 
Hebrew Day Schocts e listed in the Title VII needs assessment | 
(Exhibit "G") whi was compiled by the Hebrew Day cchools this 
document was supplicd to rlaintiffs by the Community School eed 
4 ‘ 
as part of their Title 1 application. | 
(c) Attached hereto as Exhibit "D" is 
| ; . } 
} a second memorandum fron “ir. Satin to Nr. Rogers and Brothei | 
| Lally, dated July 3, 1974, providing instructions for the con- | 
| nietion of the 1974-1975 Title I Application Reference is | 
to the third paragra ovid instructions for the Non-puolic 
. 4 , 1.) ” ‘e | 
School Program compe ¢, attached as Exhibit "E", which provic 
the total number of children enrolled in the participating s¢ Ls 
This information was provided to the locai school board by t 
Ca Program Development Area Associate, not tne parochial sc 
The Hebrew Day Schools total student cn linient is provide 
follows: 
Beth Jacob Flementar 114 
‘ , 1 1 4 
Yeshiva Yesode Hatorah 21? 
Beth Rachel School for Girls 166! 
Torah of Pelz 230 
However, the listing of the total s nt enrollnent of these 
, 
same schoois submitted by the parochial school in the Title VI! 
) 
"needs assessment"(Defendants' Exhibit "G") shows completely 
different figures as follows: 
Beth Jacob Flencntary 210 
Yeshiva Yeso Hatoran 320 
Beth Rachel Scheol for Girls 2025 
‘ Torah of helz 250 j 
he three Title I participatin Cheires 
| | 
! Day Schools total student evrollment figure is more consist t 
1} SCHOOL TITLE 1 TITLE VII 


Saint Cecilia 
lmumaculate Conception 


Most Holy Trinity 


750 750 


309 314 


400 366 
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(d) Plaintiffs also submit that there is a 
correJation between minimum educational competence and language 
that calls into question the gross disparity in figures 
of District 14 public and parochial school children who have been 
determined to be achieving below minimal competency versus the 
figures of those determined to be language-handicapped. 
deferndants' moving papers assert that of the 17,936 public school 
coming from homes where Spanish is the dominant language, 
y 5161 were modcrately language-handicapped and only 
‘erly language-handicapped, a total of 765% 
I application indicates that almost twice that 
children - were below mini 


For the Hebrew. 


"G” and Plaintitt 


ph 


t 
u 


i) 
muow 


~ 


8 
2 
5 
9 
] 
2 
S 
0 


Reage ‘ 
Girls 34 4-1! 297 oA 5! 
Fas vnts j/2 T Key we oe 


the Catholic Day Schools listed the figt 


were more consistent: 24235 were below minimum educational comp 


nce and 2,491 were non-English dominant (Exhibit "li", Speigel 
MItidavit: Piaintiiis* Exhibit "Cc" 


This disparity 


ccount ability thereof, which are directly in issue in this 

action. The depositions of Sister Fillipa Ann Luciano and Kabhi 

tranukel on April 9th confirmed the fact that there was no control 
the local educational agency, o: even by the two "needs assess- 


nent coordinators," over any procedures and criteria utilized in 
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the parochial schools. 
(c) Plaintiffs do not only contend that there 


is a genuine issue respecting the accuracy and validity of the 


"needs assessment", but must also call inta question the compsr- 


" 


ability of the assessmen public and parochial "ne 
pubiic sci.ools' "needs assessment" was based upon 
26,654 children who were stec i he October 
Date Survev. This Language Da Survey, E) it "F" annexed to 
affidavit of Normal Speigel, includes only ientary, interned) 
and junior high schecl : lents up to the h grade. (High sc} 
students fall within the jurisdiction : itral Roard of 
Education.) The Directory) Non- Public ; ls, submitted as 
of Exhibat “A* of the-¢ 
iffs' Second Intcrro; 
» listed there 
\abbi Frankel 

mudical Academy include 
Graduate grades,* but was 
ticulur grading patter 
breakdown le grades, an liment per grade, as 
deposition. The Community School Board has admitted 
not have any information concerning the grade structur 
Hebrew Day Schools. See Plaintiffs' Exhibit 
seek to ascertain the grade structures of the parcechi 
in question. 

Clearly, defendan have failed to 
burden on this motion and shculd be denied sumr 
respect to the plaintiffs' claims based upon the 
tion Act and the regulations promulgated thereunde 

i} *fendants so base their dispropor 
allocation of funds to parochial school children upon the gr< 
that no instructional services were provided for parochial 


children in the past four years aud that the disproportiona 


location was necessary in light of the fact that this wa: 


= 
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lfifth and final year of the grant proposal. See paragraphs 6, 9, 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Speigel's affidavit. First, it should be noted that 
for each ef the four prior years, cither the Community Superinten- 
dent or -e Community School Board Chairman: did make specific writ 
ten assurances t he 'nitec ates Office of Education that paro- 
chial schoo hi n h sy jal educational needs would 


ticipate in the Title V . (Plaintiffs' Exhibit 


jpa 
attach 
Plaintiff: 
arochial sc} com- 


inal year 


Plaintiff: . 1 Calim for 
is contended ths he disproportionate allocation of funds, 
relation to the eligible parochial school 
population, has violated the Establish t Clause of the First 
Amenducnt. The p ision ef public aid in the instant matter has 
Violated both th effect ia ‘entanclement" tests established by 
the Supreme irt cisions. Defendants have not specifically 
lirected themselves to this claim in their noving affidavit. 
upported, in part, by the 
detendants to reveal the sub- 
ice of the parochial program to the public or to confer with a 


properly constituted community advisory committee. Plaintiffs 


have sought, by their Notice to Produce dated January 8, 1975 the 


tuped recordings made of the C 


and September 


of July 24, 1974 


yr 


has indicated that she will pr 


tiffs will seck to compel] thei 


"H" are the mi the Jul 


It is plaintiffs’ contention 
_ing. will show that Rabbi 
Lally, both Board mente: 
parochial school 

It is respectful] 
on intent and 


judgment. 


that defendan 
constituted 


to summary 


1975 Title VII 


constituted 


(b) No evi 
the public school 
Program Parents Consultation C 
English public school proposal 
1974. aS Sa 


See Exhibit of the 


and Responses paragraph 19 to 


(c) On 


defendants provided » United 
t the 


or 


additional assurances and info 


ancluded an assurance to estab 


committee which was to meet in 


modifications in the project 


to its submission (Attached he 


advisory committee, 
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ommunity School Board public n 


1974, and counsel for defenda 


oduce these tapes. If not, plain 


r discovery.’ 


and September 6th 


tape of the . 


VII grant applicatior 


this claim, based as it may 


not subject toe a motion for 


dence has been provide 


designated the 


ommittee, ever approve 


prior to submission in 


defendants summary judg 


Plaintiffs' Second 


about July 1, 1974, 


rmation to the Titl<« 


lish a irent 


district-wide p 


July, 1974 to discuss the various 


hich had been undertaken subsequen 
‘ 


reto Cxhibit "I"). No 


Gistrict-wide! 


| 
| 
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ttee wus established and no meeting was he 


ee Responses paragraph 22 to Plaintiff: 


(d) Nc i dé advisory 


the 1974 
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WILLIAMSBURG NFIGHBORHOOD LEGAL SERVICES 
260 BROADWAY, URC OKLYN. NEW YORK 11211 (212) 782-6195 


’ 
ATIC OSLY 4 CHARGE CHAIRMAN OF THE BoaRno 
‘ Hah & Pant Bianco REGINALO H NICHOLS 


fall ATTORNEYS MEMSERS OF THE BOARD 
Lavi SCE HW MOCGaUuGHEY JOHN J. MULLALY TREASURER 
ALNROCLO ROTHLAUM JOHN MULHERN 
MARKING S NEECELMAN GARY GINSBURG. ESQ 
WA ££ HLLZO7A 
PATKICIA VERGATA 


March 12, 1975 


Ms. Carroll 

Assistant Corporaticn Counsel 
Municipal Building 

New York, New York 10007 


Re: 1ttee of PS, 
19 v. Comunity School Board, 


74 Civ. 783 (JD) 
Dear Ms. Carroll: P 


We have reviewed the defendants! answer to the second set of inter- 
rogatories and are disappointed with the results. le consider many of 
the answers to be incomplete or evasive and the objections to be ground- 
less, Additionally, there has been no response to the Notice to Produce. 


Local Rule 9(f), Eastern District of New York, requires that the 
parties confer in good faith to resolve their disagreements before a 
motion to compel will be entertained by the Court, we hope that our 
endeavors will be fruitful and that the unnecessary delay and expense 
of requiring the Courts' intervention will be avoided. 


Set forth separately below are the interrogatories that plaintiffs 
contend have been insufficier ly answered by the defendants and the rea- 
sons therefor. 


Interrogatory 1 - Reference to Exhibit A does not answer subsec- 
tions (b), (d), (e) and (¢) for all of the parochial schools listed in 
Exhibit A. Reference to the Brooklyn Telephone Directory does not pro- 
vide the street addresses for ali the parochial schools. Plaintiff do 
not bear the burden of ferreting cut’ street addresses for the parochial 
schools which are listed in defendants’ Title VII grant application, 
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Interrogatory 2 and 3 - Subsection (b) is unanswered although de- 
fendants do respond that United Talnudical Academy and Eeth Rachel are 
composed of more than one building. Reference *o Exhibit A for the re- 
sponse to subsection (c) docs not provide the <:.-.;er to the specific 
question asked. 


Interrogatory 4 - The answe to subsect (t) (i) does not de 
scribe in detail the utilization oi the Languare iiata Survey. Any docu- 
ment describing the survey in detail may be pre uced in response to the 
Notice to Produce, #3, [See Interr. 5 (b)]. Tho response to subsection 
(b) (ii) does not provide the lanzuage cennetence of Sr. Felippa. Addi- 
tionally, reference to Exhibit b rcveals that application of the needs 
assessent criteria was conducted by a bilingual program committee in 
the I. rew Day Schools. ‘here is no reference or identification of .uch 
grou; your response to this subscction. Your answer to subsectic <b) 
(iii) | ¢s not provide the datcs of the more extensive needs assess: 
conducted in the parochial schools us requested by HEW. [See Interr a 

Interrogatory 5 - The model for the Language Pata Survey, and ac- 
conpanying docunents, have not been provided pursuant to Plaintiffs’ 
Notice to Produce. 


Defendants' response to subsection 5 (c) does not-answer the question 
but refers to the final needs assessment, Exhibit A and E, which were sub- 
mitted in response to Interrosatory 1 (h). Interrogatory 5 (c) refers to 
data used in compiling said exhibits, e.g. language Data Survey, and should 
be produced pursuant to the Notice to Produce. 


Interrogatory 6 - The response to this interrogatory should include 
all mectings between the defendants and representatives of parochial schools 
as well as meetings between District Office staff and the parochial schools. 


Additionally, response to subsection (c) states that no documents were 
ever produced by defendants as a result of any of the conversations, mect- 
ings or converenccs, which would include minutes, or correspondence or notice 
of mectings, e.g. meeting of Non Public Schcol Principals held at the District 
Office to discuss reimburable programs. Plaintiffs respectfully request a 
Clarification. See also Interrogatory 18, supra. 


Interrogatory 7 - Response to this interrogatory indicates that the 
defendants received assurances from Rabbi Frankel and Sr. Felippa, and as- 
surances are submitted with the original Title VII application [not identi- 
fied as ac ranment j' ‘sponse to subsection (c)], but it is unclear whether 
assurances were submiiced with reaards to the more extensive survey required 
by HN. Plaintiffs respectfully request a clarification. 


‘13 


Interrogatory 8 - Response -ses not indicate the date upon which 
the expanded needs assessment, Exhibit A, was submitted to the United 
States Office of Education. 

Interrogatory 10 - Response to the interrogatory appears to indi- 
cate that a further needs assossment pertaining to public school child- 
ren was submitted to the United States Office of rducation but does not 
identify said subinission. Any document should be produced. Please clari- 
fy this response. 


Interrogatory 11 - This interrogatory deals specifically with a 
defense raised by the defendants in their opposition to the motion to 
supplenrent the complaint, their answer and their summary judgment motion 
and thus germane and relevant. Same objection applies to Interrogatory 
13. : 


Interrogatory 14 - Plaintiffs have alleged a First Amendment chal- 
lenge to the approval, grant and disbursement of a greater arount of Title 
VI1 funds to parochial schcols, and this interrogatory requesting informa- 
tion concerning the expenditure of these funds for personnel fall within 
the parameters of said cause of action. 


Interrogatory 15 - Except for Exhibit A of the summary judement 
motion, the other exhibits do not provide the information requested, 


Interrogatory 18 - Response to this irterrogatory should include 
all meeting between defendants and representatives of parochial schools 
as well as meetings beti-cen District Office staff and the representatives. 
Fxhibit D, not submitted in re- onse to this question, reveals that Rabbi 
Lefkowitz attended certain meetings conducted by an ad hoc committee con- 
cerned with Hasidic bilingual education. Please Clarify the response to 
this intcrrogatory. Sce also Interrogatory 6, infra. 


Interrogatory 20 - A clarification is requested as to whether the 
meetings, the minutes of which are subitted as Exhibit D, were held by 
an ad hac comnittce or the comunity advisory comittee represented in 
Exhibit J of municipal defcndants' suimary judgment motion. 


> 


Interrogatory 21 - Sce Interrogatory 11, infra, 


Iliuterrogatory 23 - The interroyatory requests information respecting 
cach conversation, nceting or conference besides formal meetings between the 
cpplicant and the Office of Education. ° Please Clarify, Additicnally, 
Ixhibits E and F are not identificd sufficiently to indicate whether vey 
contain the series of assurances and personnel assignzents subiitted during 
the first week of July. If SO, please indicate. 
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Interrogatory 25 and 26 - The propriety of the needs assessment 
and the inclusion of parochial school children in grant applications 
continues to raise issues presented in plaintiffs' supplemental complaint 
and thus gemiane and relevant to this procecding. 


We have already discussed the production of the tapes as requested in 
the Notice to Projuce, so we will not belabor the point but hope that you 
will cenply with our request. 


We again request that the answers to the interrogatories be properly 
certified pursuant to F.R.C.P. 35. 


We sincerely hope that we can reach an understanding on some of the 
problems raised herein, arc wat the parties may resolve them, as much as 
possible, without the necessity of the Court's intervention. 


Since we are on a tight time schedule, we rust request an immediate 
response. 


Accordingly, we shall contact you shortly this Friday or Monday 
concerning your response. 


Respectfully yours, 
) 


u 


/ 
/ 


/ Va rz 
Ira S. Bezoza 


/ 
f 


LAW DIPARTMENT 
MUNICIPAL UUILDING 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 1€097 


i itdm te% AORTAN P. NUEEE, Corporation Counsel 
. ~~ 


March 20, 1975 


Ira Bezoza, Esa. 
Williamshurg Leyal Services 
260 Broadway 

Brooklyn, New York 


Re: Parents Comnittee of 
¥.6. 19 vi CSR 14 


Dear Mr. Bezoza: 


In response to your letter of March 12, 1975 
concerning defendants' responses to plaintiffs' second 
interrogatories please he advised of the following: 


“nterrooatory 1 - With respect to (b) defend- 
ants do not possess @ directory of street eddresses of 
all parochial schools in District 14. Since we believe 
that this information is available in a source * equally 
acce.isible to plaintiffs' as to defendants (the Brooklyn 
Telephone Directory) we respectfully refer you thereto. 

As to (€)(e) & (g)- defendants do not possess 
nor maintain records with respect to the requested in- 
formation. 


Interroaatory 2 and 3(b) Defendants do not pos- 
sess nor maintain records with respect to such informa- 
tion. (c) The information requested is unknown to de- 
fendants. 


Interroyatory 4 bh (i) - The language data sur- 
vey cmployed by the hoard of Education is based upon 
teacher assessment of p il language -hility. The mode 
of assessment initially -n oral quest.oning and observa- 
tion by the classroom teacher. Thereafter, the student 

is tested for language comprehension and categorized as 
either Lanquade Category 1 (severely language handicapped) 
Category II, (roderately lanquage handicapped) Category 


III (no language handicap) and this determination is noted 
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on child's home room record card. There is no written 
testing instrument administered. 

(ii) Bilingual, fluent in Spanish and in English . 
Bilingual Program Committee is same as Parents Advisory 
Committee 

(iii) June 1°74 

{ 

Interrogatory 5 5 (a) There is no written model 
for the language date survey 

(c) There is no additional data. 


Interrogatory * The information requested has 
been provi:2d in dezendants' response to interrogatory 6, 
a and b. ‘he defendants did not maintain daily records 
of conversations and meetings nor were records maintained 
of meetings with non-public school principals. 


Interrogatory 7 The District received the assur- 
ances of Rabbi Franel and Sr. Felippo with respect to the 
original language data survey and to the more extensive 
Jenguage data survey. 


‘ 


Interrogatory 8 End of June 1974 


Interrogatcry 19 There was no expanded needs 
assessment data reaierted by or submitted to United States 
Office of Education. 


interroea'. r- ‘i and 13. Defendants reiterate their 


objections tc these 4. .crrogatories. 


Interrocvatory 14 - Defendants maintain that were 
the present action one challengina the aualifications of 
the teaching staff at the Bi lingual Early Childhood Center 
interrogatory 14 would arguably be relevant. Nowever, in 
the context of a First Amendment .actioh the information re~ 
quested is irrelevant and the compilation of such informa- 
tion would unduly burden defendants. 


Interrocatory )5 - For 1971=2 Classes were: 


1 - Pre K, , 2-h, sist grades; 72-3 - I Pre K, 2 K, 2-lst 
2-2nd grades; 73-4 1 Pre K, 2K, 2 lst, 2-2nd, 2-3rd grades. 


Interrogatory 18 - See 6 supra 
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Interrosatory 20 Community Advisory Committee 
interroqatory 21 See 11 and 13 supra 


Interroaatory 23 These were the only meetings. 
Def-ndants did not maintain records of telephone con- 
versaticns. Exhibit E end PF do contain the series of 
assurances and personnel assignments submitted in July. 


Interroqatorv 25 and 26 Defendants reiterate 
. . Peay ap gees yma war apace el ‘ 
their objections to these interrogatories, 


As per our previous d: scussion, we shall notify 
you of the cost of reproduction of the tapes of the CSB 
14 Meetings and unon receipt of that sun from your office 
we shall comply with your reguest. 


Enclosed herewith is a certification pursuant to 


F.R.C.P. 33 of the responses originally supplied and those 
supplied herein. 


Yours very truly, 


7) 


Bf An, ag 7 v 
Kove fo Fj wt e Ae 


Rosemary Carroll 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 


United Talmudical Academy 
Branches * 


167 Sands Street 


176 Degraw Street 


212 Williamsburg St. F st 


236 Marcy Avenue 

225 Patc en Avenue 
115-125 heyward Street 
105 Heyward Street 


193 Keap Street 


i “OFFICE or FULCED PROGRAMS 
BUREAU OF ESEA TUTEE. 1 = 
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MEMORANDUM NO. 36 , 1973-74 June 21,; t974:. 
/ 310 SGUTH 1st STREET 
TO: Community School Board Chairman, District 
Community Superintendent 
tate TH 
FROM: Mr. Gene M. Satin, Director ee Fee 


RE: ; BASIC INFORMATION FOR ESEA TITLE | PROGRAMS FOR 1974-75 


eee eet ee ed en ee 2 


In order to facilitate the planning of ESEA Title ! programs for 
1974-75, attached please find the following data as It applies to 
your district.* 


}. Total number of eligible educationally disadvantaged 
children in ESEA Title | Target Area schools. (On a 
school-by-school basis with district totals.) 


2. Total number of ellgthle Optional Assignment children. 
(On a s¢hool- by-school basis with district totals.) 


3. Total number of’ eligible Nonpublic school children. 
x (On a school-by-school basis with district totals.) 


The distribution of ESEA Title | planning monies for 1974-1975 will 
be computed on the besis of the attached listed numbers of eligible 
ch! ldren. 


In preparing your ESEA Title ! programs for 1974-75, please 

remember that these programs may only service eligible educationally- 
disaovantaged children in ESEA Title | schools, eligible Optional 
Assignment children and eligible Nonpublic school children. When 
planning monies sre distributed, you wlll receive names of eligible 
Nonpublic school chlidren and eligible Optional Assignment children 
for whom ESCA Title | programs may be provided. 


At this time, may ! suggest that you conduct a needs assessment 
of the cligibles in order to determine your ESEA Title | program 
priorities for the 1974-75 school year. 


* Where information Is not applicable to your district, data were 
not provided. 


* OVer 


ras 


ed 


a 
gts 


any questions should arise, please contact: JA 42y 


1! 
Mr. Marvin Budow, 
Assistant to Director 
Bureau of ESEA Title ! 
Tel. No. 5$96-6695-66-67 


APPROVED: APPROVED: } 
, AA ar Pl 
taf «4 * LA. 1 i { ~~ Sil 
Su alia fl, Mens Datla ph dee TU hes ed 
WELENE M. LOYD \ ALFREDO NATHEW, Ja. ete 
Assistant Superintendent Executive Director / ; 
: ee 
Att. s — ee 


ee: Manners 6f the Beard of Edueation, . — 9 = 9 82 a OY Lo eee 
!.Anker, Chancellor ' : 
B.Gifford, Deputy Chancellor 
H.Siegel, Secretary 
Executive Directors . 
Staff Superintendents =<. 


€tlark 

Secretaries, €.S.8. PRE 
Title ' Coordinators, Central/Oistrict 

Staff: ’ OFP:5RP:Bureau of ESEA Title I: POU: BDU 


STR 


. 


, MUMGCER OF CHILOREN BELOW MINIMUM READING CUMPETENCY ON’ MAT TESTS 
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+ ee ee a ee men te 
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ee se ee es we 
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JUAN MIREL CAHerus 
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' 


. Aer RPA ene Sea — eee ee 


mILULAN H HARKISON SCHOOL 
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wHITE SCHUQL 


’ : ’ 
Oe ne ad nes ere Fae « 


i LIN OSAY SCHOOL 
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be BAO DMAY CF PAVUA SCROGL 

Ste ALPHUURSUS SCHUOL 

Bon Savile. SCHUCtCL 

Witter OF Mis CARNEL .SCHUUL 

Bist LACT GF CORSGLADICN SCEILL 

asses LADY GF CECECRE STUYYVESANT WEST SCH 
Pee tee ee ke Ee “SCHEER 

cee Sees ERR ARY SHEL 

PALL TORAH TuULbDUS YACUV YCSEF 
Veet SEETUALH YARGV FUR eOYs 

cal ? Yenautuv Le KHAL ACAS YORETH 

PhoectaVer ANAVaS ¥°RSRACLL 

JEICAL AGAL YESH TCERAH V°Y!IRAH 
mate) JhCed SELEGCE TARY SCHUECL 

PedtlivVa YESUCE WATUKANH VFETZ CHALM 
FeSsthvA & MESIVIA ARUCATH BALUUS EM 
wesiVea SWCHZEIKEL TOSAN UF geir2 

re tKS LUTRERAN EVANGELICAL SCHCOL 
Jeri Tt CVANGELIST SCHOCL 

Rachel School for Girls 

TCTALS 


° © 4. Y ae oe 
lueve 5 we! 


WCN-PUSLIC TITLE I ELICI“LE ChILURLEN BY RECEIVING SCHUUL 


VISTHICT 14 
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ee ee 
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Yo JUPLINT SI 
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260 KUINEY ST 
50> WCUFIRG AVE 
ETE NesreR ST 
62 BEBVFURD AVE 
626 GUSHLICK AVE 
195 HAUSER ST 
125 Hayward St, 
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BOARD O. LOUCATION OF THE CITY OF .cCW YorRK 
DIVISION OF CONKUNITY SCHOOL DIStThICY AFFAIRS 
OFFICE OF FUNDED PROGRAnS 
BUKCAU OF ESEA TITLE I , 
HNO LIVINGSTON STREET, BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 11201 


ie ANLUM MO. 39, 1973-74 July 3, d97m 


Corimunity Schcol Board Chairman 
Commu ity Superintendent 


. 


POSE ERAN 3 t 


4% Mr. Gene MN. Satin Cart “ui Grin 
\ . 


PF i 


‘Information iucesiecy for Completion of ee 19 
for Grant to Neet the Special Educational 
Deprived Children Under Title | of PL 


AP I AN Si a a A ga a, Ses ie Re ir Valea ila, fs Se 


75 Application 
‘eeds of Educationally 
edi As Amended 


SS pS i i SS (eps: Wek Goh gh las Scag ON ilegs gee esl ica cn "ck 


ire providing you with the 1974-75 Title | Taracting Data for 
district that was generated by Applied Urbanetics Inc. This 
will assist you in cer rleting Item 9A, columns 1-6 on Page 2 

he State Education Department Form | Mcal| oe "Applica tion for Grant to 
the Ssecial Educational teedcs of Ed: c yee iy Brived Children 


f_litte 1 ot Pt 83-10 3s fAmended™ for T6yhei5. 0 


ie iehSthastne Provided in the "Title | 
n columns 9A (1) and (2) in rank order, 
ertory, Intermediate and Junior High § 
activities will take place and the grade span for cach school, 
ordcr means the school with nhighest percentage in column (6)and the 
ol with the lowest percentage last. The "Total Children" wil] be 
red in columns (3) and (4); im columns (5) and (6) respectively 
“Low Income Children" and the % Of Children Cow Income" will be 


reed.  Colurnns (7), (°), and (9) should indicate your proposed number of 
| participants for each school, 


~ 
~ ‘ 


Targeting Data" sheet, 
the school number of the 
chools in which Title ! pro- 


yur district ts conductina its own Nonpublic School Program, then, 
vsapleting Part B, column (1), 


list the nonpublic schools in which 
= I program activities will] take place. Contact your Program De- 
MEN Area Associate for "Humber of Children enrolled In cach of 


schools" (column 2). To complete Column (3) refer to Memorandum 
dated June 21, 1974 which indicates the number of eligible children. 
‘Ging cach nonpublic school. These are the children who meet the \, 
Criteria of reaside- (ha Titte by £Ses “Target Arca" and who are + 
etCionally deprived," 
.- “Ay tet} 
. vin eeeany: 


‘ : ) 
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celunn (4) should indicate your “Number of Proposed Pupil Participants." 
In colunn (5) type in the follcewzing words, “Available on printout 
sent to State Education Neparinent." 


—<—9-~ 


pif there ‘ec any questions regarding the completion of this portion of 
the “Arp: cation Grant," please contact your respective Program De- 
velopme.*. Arca Associate. 


noi. tf your district Is spending its Nonpublic school allocation 
ee entircly vie the "plug-in" method, then it is only necessary 
to write in 9C, column (1), "District Nonpublic school funds are 
telns exmended by trans cf “"sthugeins" to the Centra: Honpublic 
school program. Sec appropriate Central Wennpublic school mo ificatior 


APPROVED: ; ha . APPROVED: 


PS Sea) 


wii h tte 0l—0!UOUCOC™~C~*” J CAL ER ECO MATHEW, 
ssistant. Superintendent Exediitive Director 


'. 
Att: 


Members of the Board of Education 

{. Anker, Chancellor 

B. Gifford, Deputy Chancellor 

HH. Siege!, Seerctary 2 

"Executive Oircctor 

E. Clarks 

secretary, ¢.5.6. 

Title t Coordinators : 

Staff, OFP, BRP, Bureau of ESEA Title | 
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OF PUGLIC SCHOOL NUMCICR OF AREAS LISTED In COLUMN (MN 


v4! DEM 
(Lis) Im RANK CRGER Leenersiganan 
PER COL. § C2 COL.G IN EACH Oo piv ) Frees FROM | TOTAL 
Aq , EM ' TRIVA 
SCHOO Cc [PULsIC |PRIVATE (COLS 788) 


—— aan ———_————— - 


NAME GRADE PLISTLO IN (COWS. lee HOOLS SCHOOLS 


Sh AR cou, (1) ruts : 53 | 


SEE | MARIE PH Tee 5 ae ae |i is] 


(ADD 5 SMOLTS UF NECES SARY) 
168 reK-£ i 113.0} 
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’rek-4 
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REIL EOE i en 2 
Cecilia School Available on 
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| Machel School For Girls 
f iielz i 
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a eS SESS ees 


DURANCE TO THE U, S, CovctiSSlONck OF 


aoplicant has the necessary legsul authority to apply for cad receive 
proposed yrant. (Attach « copy of suustantiating cocumentc); 


jew activities and services for which acoistance fe souaiit under Title 
ViL will be administered Ly or uncer the cupervicston of the apalicant; 

. 
In cerryis, out the nvegram proposed in tie application, the cultural and 
edccational resources of the area to be eerved will be utilized, 


Title VII wlll be co used to supplement State and local funds 


bs ° - ’ & « ° .* ose 
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the ticeal effort that would in the absence of such 
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ent whl) cosuly with Title VI of the Civil Rivh 
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eo Clocevinintion umes setivity for widen cle 
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be operated in compliance with the Otlinc:.. wcutlon 
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~ 


approved by the VU. S. Gitice of Education. 
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BUDGET bLURZAU NO, 
APIROVAL EXPIRES: 


DEPARIMOENT OF HEALTH, EOUCA TION, AND WELFARE 
Ofrrice OF LOUCATION 
WASHINGTON.OC 20202 
PROCRAISS UND BILINGUAL ENUCATION ACT (Title VII, ESZA) 
DEVELOINONTAL GPANT APYLICATIGY 
OR 
INITIAL PLAW 


PROVISIONS AND ASSUPAICrs 
A 


om 308. em ee ae vt ee TSA. SS ieee rasifaSretebeiiesianiehihdinnennimmsasisesses 


Tis APPLICANT HEREBY STATES AND GIVES ASSURANCE TO TILE U. S. COMMISSIONER OF 
PLVCATION THAT: 


The applicant has the ne ary legal authority to apply for and receive 
the proposed yrant, (Att & Copy of substcnticating documents) ; 


The activities and services for which ausistance ig sought under Title 
VII will be administered by or under the 6upervieion of the applicant; 


In carrying ov’ ti > Program proposed in the epplication, the cultural and 
ecucational resources of the area to be served will be utilized, 


Funds under Title VII will be 60 uced to 6upplement State and local funds 
expended for buch educational purposes and, to the extent practical, 
{ncrease the fiscal effort that would in the absence of buch funds be made 
by the applicant for Guch educational purposes; 


The applicant will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
(P.L. 88+352) and all requirements inposed by, or pursuant to, the 

Regulations of the Depurtment of Health, Education, and Welfare (45 CFR 
Fert 80) fucued pursuant to the title, to the end that no person in the 


United States Bhall, on the eround of race, color, or national origin, 
be excluded from Participation in, be denfed the benefits of 


{, or be 
Otherwise bubjected to discrimination under activity for which the 

SPP Micant recetveg Federal financial asGletance from the Departinent, 
(ibe acGurance of compliance (HW 441), or court Order, or desegregation 
plan Previously {fled with the U. S. Office of Education {n accordance 
with the Departrwne of Health, Ed cation, and Welfare Regulations 
fritien to thia application) ; 


ESICCE ULE te Operated in complfLance with the Bilingual Education 
with Regulations and other polictes and adminietrat {) 


ve 16fuances 
Sifontoner, including 6ub:ieston of Guch reports ag may be 


"'et ptakea Provistons for the Participation of children enrol ded 
fit -rivace 6chools itn the area to be berved, 
OSE Ane {he punber 
f 


Co the extent 
of cuch children whoue educational] hecds are_ we, 
Sope Gerved by the project; it Cae 
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All equipment acquired under Title VII of the Act will be‘used for the 
purposes apecif{iled in the approved Projoct proposel, and cuch equipcant 
will be subject to the adatniotrative control of the recipient locel 
educational agency; 


These provistons and anacurancern will apply to the Developmental Grant 
and all subsequent erance, 1£ the application and subsequent continuation 
requeote are approved by the U. S. Office of Education, 


l, fet ih. ‘ OS za » do hereby certify that all of 
the fecte,/fliures, and representat! sna mode in this applicetion, including 
el) exhibita snd attechm-nts hereto and hereby made a pert of thio appli- 
cation, Gre .rue end correct to tho beat of my knowledge end belicf£, 


° . P PO . I, F 
ED; ( 2 Wi GB a2, MS re € Sro2 bers JY "3 “Ty Ce te ce 


(Legal name of cpplicanty™ 


BY E Le {? 4s /; JA tinh a 
(Signicure of Authorized hKepresentative) 


J 
Oyen. POS —C-L4 Lis nAnti.£9 


(kKeprecentetive W title) 


4 —_— La 4 
oie ape - opt y - 

Preesdent, Comnunity School Board. brether- | (elit F Kally 
2 ! 


t , 


GUIPOLen wes The 


wid) be suaject te tne cdeuiisatess we conive!s of whe rooty 


~ e Checabhasii apoacy 3 


te ALI cqusvital acquires wrocse Tate VE oi the Ob oto) tes 
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The PLOAATONS «Mp esses RE Ua a! y tine Lge dar 
all subdsamosn? Pesteh ty oh Hoty . ely 9 , in ’ ee 
TEU sty ors i Per Mit CR ies Ue OL POV oh 
Big Bag H R oe a4 Pp ; Pipe 
.. : Wilt: (TA 5 a aoe fee ee So Retety Cénuchy thet, at3 
PRU A Sy oth PRM RE UN : LARS cmb icunven p Pam SG Car 
PAGAL TOL BEFOwE aie | Ae igen oRs cy a SY ea DEAN teat) MOE ok or 
by the bot off ar Kenune mz bedends 
a ) 
Whats ak Reet 
. tt Nye 
UhhedneshG _\ “Kiyon 
Lote sg beh os 48 i oS . 
A 44 a a, 
Contre vn, 7) Sun iferdent 
oe Sry tape 
Ae ealtcy att ‘ 


= 


* *erewennn _. 
’ 


a a eee 


’ ’ Mayet 


(NO: VOCONSTRUCTION rr OGKA MS) 
PART 1 
Se a ete SED 
). TLOLR AL GHANTOR AGENCY 


Jucation) 


— —— -— 


U.S. Office of F Jiducation ation (Hi lingual F 


ONGANIZA TIONAL UNIT 


_Application Control Center 
‘steatosis, tesco 


ADMINISTRATIVE OFF ICE 


400 sd ade Avenue, SW 


Washinston D.C. 
Piblsbbl ls tat a rao 


city STATE 


20202 
zp P CODE 


, 


a 


5. DESCRIPTIVE NAME GF THE PROJECT 


BILINGUAL (YIDDISH-=5}; 


a iat ittanteen cae 
6. FEOLRAL CATALOGS NUMBER 


13.403 j 
-—— — eee. 
6. GRANIEE TYPE 
; Xx 
COUNTY, 


emis city, 


SERRE: 
9. TYPE OF APPLICATION OR RECUEST 


~— NE NEW GRANT, ——_ CONTINUATION 


10.7 Vie OF. ASSIS TANCE 


Y-—GRANT, ——-—— 1 O4N, 
Wl, POPULATION DIRECTLY BENEFITING FROM THE PROJECT 


760 


cnigpinii ee (Specity) 


OD ae Paper p apg ar ie e e 
12. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 


14 


ee 
16. THE APPLICANT CERTIFIES THAT 1 
CORRECT, AND THAT HE WILL Veta WITH THE ATTACHED 


a 
TYPED HAME 


WILLIAM A. ROGERS 


ee. 


SUPPLEMENT, 
—————$ 


Se — 
O THE BEST OF HIS be iOwlLEOSE 


Obiuniry s 


UPERINTE} 


re? a ae 
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en oe . 


AMES APPLICATION HUMSER 


2 APUG 


mEES IE BE 


4. APPLICANT NAME 


NEWOYO}32_! CI? Y yY BOARD OF DOF Fpuc, 


DEPARTMENT DIVISION 


ATT 4 


COMMUNITY | SCHOOL DT: STRICT CT #14 
STREET AGDALSS- P.O. Dox 


310, 50uU ves FIRST i STREET 


city COUNTY 


ROOKLYN, KINGS 


ZiF CODE 


11211 


STATE 


IEW YORK 


1 FOR NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


5A, N70 an 
LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY, 
BOARD OF EpucsT ION 


OTHER (Speci ODP] PAV SCHOOL.D 
ees eee a! OL DTS' 


> 


nN 


NEW Yo 


' ISTRT! ou wy 
- ° Pa * J wt H - 
OTHOR CHANGES (7 pecily) 


Se Oe ee 
13. LENGTH OF FROJECT 

10 months 
g TATOO) en 
14. BEGINNING OATE 


September 1, 1974 


1S. CATE “OF APPLICATION 


Rahyriyn yess Var Bs ok | 
eat 986085 had) ae Bh i | ieee oes ee —__. fj 
ANO BELIEF THE DATA IN THIS APPLICATION ARE TRUE AND 

SSURANCES IF HE RECE; VES THE GRANT, 


SCHOOL 


IDENT 


TELCPHONE NUMBER 


ECXICHSION 


BOARD OF LDUCATION 


City OF NCW YORK 387-2016 


COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARU 387.9094 


DISTRICT 14 
310 SOUTH Ist STREET 
BROOKLYN, N. ¥. 19215 


MINUTES OF PUBLIC HEETING 


DATE: July ahs 1974 
TUE? P2230 -F 3. 


TRACE: PS. 232 


Present: Brother Lally, Mr. Boromo, Nr. Della Iacono, Mr. Reyes, 
Mrs. Rivera, Mr. rrecericks: Ne. Strohmenger, Rabbi Lefkowitz. 
Mr. Rogers, Community Superintendent, . 


Fxcused: Mr. Mizgalski. 


1. The minutes of June Public Meeting were read and unanimously 
approved, 


2. RESOLVED: That the Community School Board approve the Drug 
Prevention Program for 1974-75, 


Mr. Strohmenger made a motivn to table iten f2, this was 
Beconded. <A roll call vote was taken. 4 votes were in favor, 
4 votes were against. Since the notion did not pass, it was 

: Opened to the floor for discussion. 
After sone discussion Rabbi Lefkovitz nade an amendment as 
follows: 
RESOLVED: That the Community School Board £14 approve the 
Drug Prevention Program to accept funds for the year 1974-75 
and the progran should be revised within the guidelines of 
ASA, with a rider "That any additional programs before being 


fubnitted, should ve brought before the Connmunity School Board". 
The amended resolution was passed unanimously. 


SOLVED: That the Community School Roard approve the acceptunce 
# 1974-75 Drug and Health Education Services Program from 
State Education Departnent iff the amount of $35,000. 


ter a brief clarit cation of thie resolution, a vote was taken 
umaninously approved, 


LVED: That the Cennunity Schoo) Roard authorize the ° 
Grant cf $19,649 frou the State Education Departnent for 
| . o . . 
“© sOurce/Deuonstration Health Center 


nplication 
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MINUTES -2- July 24, 1974 


RESOLVED: That Article II, Section 2 of the Communaty School 
Boord By-Laws be suspended for August. 


RESOLVED: That the Comnunity School Board approve the hiring of 
Josephine Quifiones as Executive Assistant to the Connunity School 
Board. 


The previous three motions were seconded and unanimously appproved 
without discussion. 


A disc: ;sion was had on the resulutions added to the agenda by 
Mr. LeRoy Fredericks, A rolJ call vote was taken. In Favor: 
Mr. Reyes, Mrs, Rivera, and Mr. Fredericke, abstentions: 


Bro. Lally, Mr. Strohnenece:, Mr. Bonomo, Rabbi Letkowitz. 
resolution did not carry 


Rabbi Lefkowitz noved to table the-notion to be discussed at the 
next Executive Board neetiny. It was seconded. -A roll call vote 
was taken: In Favor: Bro, Lally, tir. Bonomo, and Rabbi Lefkowitz. 
Opposed: Mrs. a, Mr. Reyes, and Mr. Fredericks. Abstentions: 
Mr. Strohmenger. sstion to table failed, 


Mr. Fredericks made a mation to reconsider the items as separate 
resolutions to be cons.dered by the Community School Board, 


Mr. Fredericks" resolution was opened for reconsicecration, 

A roll cali vote was caken. In Favor: Mrs, ‘ Reyes, 

Mr. Fredericks, Lefkowitz, 
Abstention: Hts 


The motion faj 


RESOLUTION: That the Community School Board approve the acceptance 
of the grant for 1974-75 from the United States Office of Educa- 
tion in the anount of $467,231 for the Title VII Program, 


After some discussion a roll call vote Was taken, In Favor: 
Rabbi Lefkowitz, Mr. Bonono, and Mr. Strohmenger, 
Abstentions: Bro. Lally, Mr. Fredericks, Mis. Rivera and Mr. Reyes, 


The resolution failed, 


Superintendent's Report. 
1. Sumner Programs are in operation in all Elenentary Schools 
except P.S.18. There are Programs at 1.8.318 and J.N.S.126, 


2. Mr. Rogers reported that the Reading Scores in the District 
have inproved for the second straight year. 


J. Mr. Rogers reported on the Feasibility Study concerning the 
Distvice Office, He noted that P.5.19 has becone an issue and 
“aunhounced that 6th Grade has been moved out of P.S.19 and the 
vOvtable classrooms have been cenolished, : 


MINUTES -3- July 24, 1974 


4, The Superintendent exprensed hope that every ccacher and 
paraprofcessiona) who desires to return in Septenber will have a 
job. 


5. There has been a 502 drop in etudents” suspensions last year 
because of the use of Intcrin Classroome. 


A uotion wes sade to recesider the iten to approve the Title 
VII program, The motion was ::conded. The vote was as foliovs: 
In Favor: 3ro Lally, Mr. ‘Stro!..enger, Mr. Bonono, Mr. Lefkowitz 


Oppored: Mrs. Rivera, Mr. Fredericks. Abstentions: Mr. Reyes, 


Since the vote was not unanitous, the motion failed and was not 
reconsidered, 


President's Keport: 

Bro. Lally stated that the parents of $.122 must Le rotified 
that the Early Childhood Center erate might not be serviced 
unt- the Title VII iteu is resolved, if at #’1, 


There were no Committce Reporte. 


Business 
. Francis Prep. was discussed. Mr. Rogers hopes to utilize 
the building for community purposes as well as fora meaningful 


educational progran, 


A request was nede for trindow guards for the Mererole Ave. 

School. A question was asked zs to why there are so few evening 
centers in Greenpoint. ifr. Rogers replied that there are Evening 
Centers at P.S.59, I.8.318 and J.U.8.126. There are no funds for 
more centers. 


A request was made for a list of teachers holding Sunmer and 
after-school jobs to be posted in each school. Mr. Rogers said 
that this was a Union matter. 


There being no further business, the mecting was adjourned at 
9:20 P.M 


Approved: Sept. 23, 1974 
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BOARD CF EDUCATION 
Tete KOPENT £. CAULY. precioniee CITY OF NEw YCRY 


fhe MOTE MGLR, 197 VICL Pre Korn 
a COMMUNITY GCHOOL BOARD 


L.Pars Ge 


LECHETARY DIBTRICT 14 
310 GOUTH IST STREET 


CROOKLYN, N. ¥. 11211 


387-9004 


DATE: September 6, 1974 
TIME: Ce 8 TD) as | 


PLACE: Pome 4 


¢ 


PRESENT: Bro, Lally, ‘ir. Reyes, Mr. Lefkowitz, Mr. Bonomo, 
Mr. Della Tacono, Hr. Fredericks, Mr. Mizgalski. 


ALSENT: Mrs. Rivera, Mr. Strohmenger. 
The meeting was called to order et 3:35 


The only item considered at this meeting was: 


RESOLVED: That the Comnunity School Eoard # 14 accept a 
n 


Title VII grant in the anoune of $467,231.00 to 
implement the Bilingual Farly Childhood Center 
Program i31n District 14 for Public and Non-Public 
Sct cools. 


During the ¢ ussi » it was explained that the following non- 
public schox : Share part of the Title V1I Funds: 


‘ 


Ou: Saviour 

$is. Peter and Paul 

Beth Rachel 

United Taluudical Acadeny 


After some further discussion, a roll call vote was taken and 
the resolution was approved unanimously. 


The meeticg was adjourned at 3:45 PM, 


Approved: Sept. 23, 1974 
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OFFIC:iZ O;F REIMBURSABLE PROGRAMS 
SCHOOL OISTRICT i-t, BROOKLYN | 


TH FIRST Srreer 
NEW yor, VI211 


ADDITIONAL LUFORMAGION AND Aoi eS 


wed coe rere Pere 


vi CII TRIM ley po Tr PrATrANM ADOT TRAMT CY 
2) DIS Sith TITLE Viz Papener esa APOCLeCaALrL at 


fession=} 


Will be under th, 
&Ccountavuiéa to 
in Consul vatio: 
the pro fecsion 
Prograia. 


W411 receiv 
from the 
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px 


Paranro- 
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Within 


i ane 


ularly 
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YIDDISH | CULTURAL ENRICH NT 


Tne Yiddish cultural enrichment 1 
to in the original project proposal for the Het 
component, has been elimina j € 0: 
Hispanie sisipabtnga enrichment 
will be ‘ 
curricu 


nstruccion, referred 
ore’ Speed Scnoo} 

ican and 

culture 


ZINDISU Tastsuce 2 or 


All instruc 
Yiddish, as. out2 
either been elimin 
bilingual inst 


YIDDISH MATS: 


on ee - 


The original intention to purchase seme exclusively 
Yiddish langpucpe instructional materials has been discarded. 
rt. is sirovibreg: that the development and purchase of addi- 

cGional Yiddish-surlisn bolineual : 
will best serve the needs of the 


PARENT INVOLVE. 


Family Wore S witli work togrther as a 


sistant 

unit under the direct superivison of the professional personnel 
assigned to the prerram. Wherever feasible, activities in- 
volving parent ocarcicisaticn for all fave sites, wiss take 

° 7 a+ aa) eT ¢ + my, nicina} roterr an 
place at on €entral rocetion. zoe origin: al project applica- 
‘tion ccntains a separate rarent involvement component ou} 
lining specific cbjectives and activities. 


PARENT ADVISORY COMMITIEE 


A district-wide parent ivisory com ee mad r e- 
dominant:y* of parenw 
formally durinn the 


=~ 4 
I odi- 
fications in the proje S ont 
‘ int ; ei pete > ekg ‘a 
to the time that tne srepocal Was Cristal ty Ssuamteted.  I¢ 
c ‘ tar ena +) 4 ~ L - tr ~ wre 
4s duly noted, tnat the Local Educa:! ency Khas continuous] 
consulted with tnose individuals epres she Une Interests. of 
the Varlou: ryt e RA FAN. 23 Se ey 4 viaere ,, j= ¢ > AMA 
4 + bs - ~~ ~+ee\e #6 mee ~-— ~ - - . ~ hee we » — 
posed Title Vil prorram as it sree Fourth the riod of ‘ 
~ - : oY »** oe . ~ w tr. “- - . » - . + ~~ 
one 466 ¢ e . ‘ = 
Hiegoviations, P I1D-to-an*t bes. 6 1 iO AUT BOY Cosa t eae 


r.e3) 


q 
| pal SE waessee geo aerinest cena n essen sa cans te ees SHOTS x 
) ’ 
7S. 
PATRICIA VERGA being duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I aman attorncy for plaintiffs herein, and I make 
this affidavit in support of plaintif{fs' cross motion to compel discovery of 
, the actual] and accurate number of children of limited English-speaking ability 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT CORT 

LASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

LS CRAG RES DAES KG MSRERNECRERSER DESERT SO SAE RED x 

PARENTS! COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 19, 74 Civ. 783 (JBW) 
ct, al., 


Plaintiffs, 
-against- 
THE CQMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF COsMUNITY AFFIDAVIT Of 


SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 14 OF THE CITY OF PATRICIA VERGATA 
NEW YORK, et, al., 


-and- 


TERREL H. RELL, INDIVIDUALLY AND IN HIS 
CAPACITY AS CG-MISSIONER OF THE UNITE 
STATES OFFICE OF EDUCATION OF ; 


MENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE, 


bia 


Defendants. 


c 


enrolled in both the public and non-profit private schools in Community School 
District No. 14. Plaintiffs make this mction so that the conparable extent 

of participaticn of public school and parochial school children in the Title 

VII program can be clearly and precisely determined, since the extent of such 
participation in each sector must be related to the total need for participa- 
tion in each sector. 
2. Plaintiffs have sought this information from de- 


fenidants to no avail,See Affidavit of Ira EBezoza dated April 15, 1975, accon- 


oa 
ee) 


panying Plaintiff{s'Cross Motion. Plaintiffs reiterated their reque 


necds assessment data at the d 


} 


stated that she had participated in such an assessment in March, 1975; oe 


fenlants' counsel o-errode Sister Filippa's response to this request, stating 


that defendants would consider supplying this information. Defendants’ un- 


substantiated responses, the contradictory testimony of parochial school ad- 
ministraters and the disparity of comparable estimates of the educational 


need of the children of District 14 have all given a clouded and inconclusive 


| 
eposition on April Sth of Sister Filippa who | 
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picture of the central issue of Title VII participat‘on and of this case. 

3. On Friday, April 11, 1975, this central issue wa: 
further confused at a public hearing on the submissionof an application for 
Title VII funds for the 1975-76 school year, held at 3:30 in the afternooi 
at 1.8. 49, 233 Grahwa Avenue. Members of the defendant Scho: 


[ 


defendant Superintendent Rogers' repré ive Norman S 


piegel were present 
at the hearing. A summary of the tents application was cistributed tc 
public and is attached to this affidavit us Exhibit 

4. Although this sumnary contains no information 
the manner and method of identification of target children and 
exact number of such children to be served at each public and 
Site, members of the pu 
members of the Board. 
the other minority members of the Board 


tentative application and had no infon 


Brother Robert F. Lally, direct 


have children particiy 


Public Schools Paroc} 


16 112 Our Savior 

17 113 Sts. Peter § P: 

19 113 Beth Rachel 

84 113 Jesoda Hatorah 
115 Kehilath Yaakov 
14 


678 
le made no response to a question from minority Board member Mr. Leroy 
Fredericks about why this pupil participation infomation could not have ! 
included in the publicly-distributed summary. 
6. In response to questions about identification of 
necd, Mr. Spiegel stated that the District itself had devi: 


He I 


Ne stated, however, that as to public school childrea, the "picture 


only been given to selected students, not to the entire eligible public 


population, He stated that the selection - out had been carricd out by cl 


room teachers but did not state whether and what instructions had been re« 


by such teachers for selecting-out nor what criteria were employed in th 


lection-out process. 
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lle did not state how many public school children had been selected-out not to 
receive the "picture test". He stated that for those remaining, a Bilingual 
Resource teacher, not the classroom teacher, administered the "picture test." 
He did not state the results of this selective testing. 

7. He stated that 1or the Catholic Parochial schools, 


the "picture test" had been administered in each school. Sister Filippa had 
previously stated on April 9th that to her knowledge the March, 1975 test was 
acniini~tered to every child in all the Catholic parochial schools that had pre- 


} 


vicusly submitted a needs assessment. 
8. For the Hebrew Day Schools, however, Mr. Spiegel 
stated that the March, 1975, test had been actually administered only in the 
schools listed in the summary. He stated that he did not know the names 
‘incipals who were responsible for administering the test and he did 
not know how or to whom it was administered. When asked how it could be de- 
termined what proportion of needy children were being served if a total number 
of needy children was not determined, he replied that it had been "certified", 
he did not say by whom, that the nec n the other Hebrew Day Schools was ."'con 
the three surveyed schools. He did not state wht 
in the three schools. 
Plaintiffs submit that this latest attempt by the 
District to determine the ac nunber of chi’dren with limited English-speak- 
ing ability in the public and parochial schools of District 14 has not only beer 
ill-administered but has been administered in an uneven and unequal manner and 
cannot possibly serve as a basis for determining proportionate participation 
of public and parochial school children. Plaintiffs' submit that the only 
method for determining accurately and precisely the number of children with 
itl English-speaking ability in District 14 is the administration evenly 
“1d equally on a District-wide basis of an instrument professionally designe 
] 


®OUNccved to identify and measure language disability. 


10. Defendants have already recognized the need for 


he 


Ww York 72 Civ. 4002 (S.D.N.Y. 1974). Plaintiffs in ASPIRA raised the in- 


| 

4n assessment in Aspira of New York Inc. v. Board of Education of the City 
New Y 

\—— 

lay 


adeqiuicy and inaccuracy of assessment of language disability as a crucial is 


and defendants agreed in Judge Frankel's order that "an improved nethod for 
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accurately and systematically indentifying and classifying'* children with 


ned, among other thin to 


develope « 


language disabilities 


slish language deficiencies prevent them fri 


identify those children who: 


effectively participating Such improve 


a } 
1 method 


ir ability to speak, read, write 


ify the childr 


evaluation o1 a child's reading ability shall 


and comprehend Eng? 


include an assessmen 1@ skill, including readin 


readines 


It is plaintiffs 


skills where appropriate 


mderstanding that thi 


which to act. However, | 
continuing extent of the 


in the public and parochial 


fendants' 


intranslf 


dants again failed 


dants failed again, despite the 
issue, to hold public mec 
Clearly required by 
public meeting was held in February, of children 
participating in the program. 
told by liispanic parents attending eting that the 1975-76 
was not even mentioned and asked 


el to respond to this. 


response. Plaintiffs’ interrogator subject of current 


were objected to by defendants. » paragrap! 
counsel stated as Jate as April 
application was being prepare efendints reiterated their obje 


giving plaintiffs e current application pro 


Par. 1, p. 


affidavit of eptember 


4 
e in 
ril 9th of ¢t 
disabilit 
frea de- 
ies, defe 
tl } 
ar Dof 
thi Vey 
tte Cc is 
hat one n 
n already 
t she had | 
application 
He made ne 
preparation 


' 


*fendants' 
a written 


ction to 
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26th despite Plaintiffs' uttempts to resolve this matter. Sce Affidavit of 


Rezoza, dated April 15, 1975, Exhibit "A". Defendants' counsel has not 


provided plaintiffs with the Catholic School results requested on April Sth. 
Defendants' counsel] has again refused another requést made today to provide 

application for 1975-76. Defendants' intractable refusal 
to provide Plaintiffs with this information and continued refusal to open up 

cation process to the 
until this 
12. Plaintiffs request this Court to Order the 
District 14 of the language survey develops 


pita to every child enrolled in the public 


ine the total number 


——\—FRIRICIN V 


PALI 


Qual 
Comri ssn 
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DISTRICT _14 


TITLE VII 1975-1976 
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The tentative 1975-76 Title VII program is designed to service 
approximately 1559 public and .on-public school children of limited 
English speaking ability. The program, when approved, will be located 
in 6 public and 5 nou-public school sites. 


Tentative Sites 


Our Saviour School 

Sts. Peter & Paui School 

Beth “achel School 

Jesod Hatorah School 
196 Kehilath Yaakov School 
250 


The program is designed to offer children of limited-English speaking 
ebility a total curriculum including such aspects as instruction in Liuglish 
as a Second Language, all elements of a Spanish/Yiddish Language Arts progra 
and domipant language instruction in content areas such as mathematics, seicnce 
end social studies. ‘The program vill also include a cultural heritage component 
to enhance pupils self image, and expose pupil participants to groups with diverse 
cultural and ethnic backgrounds. 


program jointly developed by the comunity school district and an institution of 
higher education. Professional and paraprofessional staff in the program will 

be registered in B.S. ernd/or N.S. degree prugrans. The cost of this training is 
included in the application being submitted by the institution of higher education. 


, 


The application for this program also includes a etaff development training 
he 


ee @2aean!”) @ 2 2 2B 


El programa tentativo de 1975-76 bajo el Titulo VII esta disctiado para 
servi. ®vroxdmadamente 1559 nifos de escuclas publicas y privadas, que tengan 
habilided limitada en Ingles. 
en 6 escuclas publicas ye 


El pregrama, cuando sea aprobado, estara localizado 
n 5 escuclas privadas. 


Sitio Tentativos 


16 Escucla Our Saviour 

17 Escuela San Peter & Paul 
19 Escuela Beth Rachel 

84 Escuela Jesoda Hatorzh 
196 Escuela Kehilath Yaako, 
250 


El progrena esta discnado para ofrecer a nitios, con limittada habilidad al 
hablar Ing)cs un curriculo total incluyendo aspectos de dnstruccion como Ingles 
ecto Segundo Lenguaje, todos los eiementos de un Prograaas de Artes del, Lenguaje 
'apatiol/tJudio, e instruccion en cl lerguaje dowinante en esignaturas de contenido 
Coto tatendtdeas, ciencta y cstudio sociales. £1 programa tanbicn inecluira un 
eesponente de herencia cultural pare aumentar Ja propia estimacion del discipulo, 
Yo eaponer a los nintos participantcs a grupos de diferentes trasfondos etnicos y 

eles, 


la selfedtud para este preerata ‘si {im dneluye un programa de entrenaniento 
liv del personal, conjuntementce planeado por el Distrito Escolar y una 
de ¥ducacidn Jvanzada. Personal profesional y para-profesional en el 
e seran matriculsdos en estudioa para el Buchillerato y Maestria en Clencias. 
tw de este entrenimicnto esta inclufdo en la solicitud que la Institucion de 


Facton Avanzad : wae 
1 Avanzada esta sometiendo. 
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TENTATIVE BUDCET TITLE VII 1975-76 


PERSONNEL 


ew 
— 


Pedagoaical 


Project Director 1 annual @ 24,980 
Specialists | 
English, Seeone Language 2 annual (@ $15,175) 30,350 
Spanish, Second Language 8 annual (@ $15,175) | . 121,400 
Yiddish,’ Second Language 1 annual (@ SiSi2 75) 15,475 
“8% anticipated cost rise ; 15,352 
! SUB TOTAL $ 207,257 
Administrative ” 
"School Secretary 1 annual @ 13,250 
8% anticipated cost rise __ 2,060 
& : 
SUB TOTAL 14,310 
PERSONNEL 
Paraprofessiconial 
Educational As: :‘tants/Teacher Aides 
18 X 224 days X +a Hours = 22,176 hours @ $4.52= 100,235 
34 X 224 days X 5 Hours = 38,080 hours @ $4.21= 160,316 


Family Assistants/Family Workers 
6 X 224 days X 54 Hours = .7,392 hours @ $4.52= 33,411 


4X 224 days X 5 Hours = 4,480 hours @ $4.21= 18,860 


X 224 days X 3. Hours = 672 hours @ $4,21= 2,829 
€t anticipated cost rise 


SUB TOTAL 


TENTATIVE BUDGET TITLE VI1__1975-76 


‘ 


FRINGE BENEPITS 
Retirement Pedauodical 
22.52'X 207,257 ~ 46,674 
Social Security 


5.85 X 525,503 30,741 


75 X $360 27,000 


8% anticipated cost rise 2,160 


4,810 
21,080 

8% anticipated cost rise _ 2,071. 
SUB TOTAL 134,536 


sera stp OTE pT SPNCHAVAT ernutcre 
OTHER THAN PERSONAL SERVICES 


Textbooks 
1,559 pupils @ $10.00 


Instructional Supplies 
Leooo pupias © 5:00 


Audio Visual Supplies 
Looe pubis 6 3200 


Clerical/Duplicating Supplies 
1,559 pupils @ 2.00 


Telcphone 
1 X 12 months X $50 


Parent Snecks 


ll sites 
Parent Involvement 
Carfare (Public Transportation) 


Puses (In city trips) 
11 sites X 5 trips X $110 = 
i] 
86% anticipated cost rise 
SUB TOTAL 


TENTATIVE BUDGET TITLE VIT_ 1 


Evaluation Services ~ per diem 


75 days X $100 per day 7,500 


SUB TOTAL 7,500 


Direct Cost of Procram 752,382 
Indirect Cost of Program (6.5%) 48,904 


Total Cost of Program 801,286 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRIC - NEW YORK 


PARENTS' COMMI TT! 
SCHOOL 19, et. al., 


Plaintiffs, ‘ GENERAL COURT 
ULE 9(g) 

-apainst STATEMENT 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD GI 
COMIUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
ty). $4 OF THE CUTTY OF NEW 
YORK, et al., 

-and- 

TERREL VW. DELL, individual] 
and as Commissioner of the 
United States Office 
tion of the Depart ime 


Educatjon and Welfare, 


Defendants. 


Pursuant to Rule 9(g) of the General Rules of this 
Court, plaintiffs, opposing the municipal defendants' motion 
for summary judgment, submit this statement of material fucts 
as to which plaintiffs contend there is a genuine issue to be 
tried. 

With respect to (i) as set forth in defendants 9(g) 
Statement: 


1. Plaintiffs dispute 44 1, 11, 14, 15 as to state- 


ments that the parochial school component, both Spanish-Fnglish 


and Yiddish-English, was submitted as part of a fifth and final 
year of a Title VII project. 

2. Plaintiffs dispute 9 12 to. the extent that the 
Spanish-English and Yiddish-English components were submitted 


as two distinct applications. 
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3. Plaintiffs dispute 94 lo, 17 and 18 that the sta- 
tistics compiled the incidence of English-language handicapped 


children, see Aspira of City of New York v. Board of Education, 


72 Civ. 400? (S.D.N.Y. 1974). Further, plaintiffs dispute that 
the defendants relied upon said compilations in the allocation 
of Title VII services and the submission of the 1974-1975 Title 
VII grant application. 

4. Plaintiff dispute §§ 19, 20, 21 and 22 that languesge 
data survey techniques were utilized in the non-public schools 
and that the figure of Yiddish dominant, English-language hendi- 
capped children were obtained as a result of any language data 
survey or any language data survey utilizing techniques similar 
to those employed in the public schools. 

S. Plaintiffs dispute § 25 that the Yiddish-English 
component is one of the first of its kind in the country. 

6. Plaintiffs dispute 94 24 and 27 that the participa 


tion in the Title VII program has been the impetus for a dialogu 


between the public and non-public schools and that disruption of 
the program threatens the dialogue between public and non-public 
school officials. 

7. Plaintiffs dispute 7 25 that services have been 
provided in accordance with the allocations by the Office of Edu 
cation and the federal regulations underthe Title VII program. 

8. Plaintiffs dispute ¢ 26 that the disruption is de 
trimental to the education of the children in the affected 


since plaintiffs have not received information as to 


ef cducation of children in the Title VII] program. 


9. Plaintiffs dispute 99 28 and 29 and deny knowledze 


th “ 


‘ 
qj 


the substance of this program prior to November, 1974. 


With respect to (ii) of defendants' 9(g) statement, 


the following facts are in dispute: JA 451 

10. Plaintiffs dispute 44 30, 31, 32 and 33 that the 
1974-1975 Title VII application was submitted upon prior partici- 
pation and advice of the parents of the affected children, 

11. Plaintiffs dispute 4 34 that a single Parcnts' 
Advisory Committee has been established in accordance with the 
federal regulations, 45 CFR §123.16. 

12. Plaintiffs dispute 4 35 that approximately $330,000 
has been allocated for eligible children in the non-public school 
of the district. 

13. Plaintiffs dispute § 36 that District 14 has e¢ 
pended considerable time and effort in consultation with parent 
advisory grouns, the New York City Board | Education, the 
York State Office " Education and the ice { Edtvicat ion: (iH. 
in designing and implementing the current Ti VIT project. 

With respect to (11) (paren Somnmunity partici 
pation) plaintiffs submi the following facts are not in di: 

14. No single District-wide advisory committee 
pated in or approved the Title VI1 applic+a*2ion 
school year prior to submission. 

18. No parent advisory committee representing the 


parcats of ‘children at P.S. 12 Sts. Peter and Paul and Our 


Savior was established, participated in or approved the 


VII apptication for the 1974-1975 school year. 

16. The parent advisory comnittce representing 
dominant children was an ad-hoc conmmittce established 
parents not by Community School board officials. 

i. SOsingle District-wide parents 
wus established in July 1974 to review the modif ic 


Title VII program. 


No single District-wide parents' advisory conmittee 
has been ‘ublishea to review the operation of the 1974-1975 
. . . » . . ~ . . . 
program or participate in and consult with District officials pric: 


t 


The parent advisory committee that has been established only re- 


to the submission of the 1975-1976 Title VII grant application. 


presents parents of children from Our Savior, P.S. 122 and the 
Heb:ce Day Schools. It does not have District wide representation. 


Even Sts. Peter and Paul is conspicuously absent. 


submitted 
fo? 


BROOKLYN, 


KENNETH KIER 

HERBERT TEILTLE 

PUERTO RICAN LEGAL 

95 MADISON AVENUE 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10016 
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EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOL #9, et al., 
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD #14, et al., 


Defendants. 


United States Courthouse 
Brooklyn, New York 


April 18, 1975 
9:30 o'clOv. kK a.m. 


HON. JACK B- WEINSTEIN, 


U.S.D.J. 


HENRY R. SHAPIRO 
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER 
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f AP pearance € ss 


IRA BEZOZA, ESO. 

PATRICIA VERGATA, LSQ. 

KENNETH KIMERLING, ESO. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 


MS. ROSEMARIE CARROLL 
Attorney for Corporation Council 


DAVID G. TRAGEP 
United States Attorney 
“astern District of New York 


By: CYRIL liYMAN 
Assistant united States Attorney 


MS. ANNETTA BLU* 
Regional Attorney 
Department of Health, Education & Welfare 
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MR. BEZOZA: We would like to thank 

the Court for hearing us today. 
THE COURT: Do you want a record of this? 
MR. BEZOZA: Yes. 


THE COURT: I am happy to see you at any 


MR. : Does that include Government 
counsel? 

THE COURT: Of course. 

MR. bLZOZA: Presently there are two 
motions before the Court. There is plaintiff's 
motion to enforce the August 20th, 1974 Order 
of this Court which was to provide compensatory 
remedial education to the students of P.S...39 
who had been on split sessions. 

The second motion is the defendant's 
motion for summary judgment on the plaintiff's 
fourth, fifth and sixth claims for relief. 

Plaintiff has cross-moved on that motion 
asking the Court to deny summary juigment on 
the fourth and fifth claim which pertain to the 


disproportioni:: of parochial schooci children. 


VLE COURT: As I understand, more time 


is sought and the only emergency is what happens 


tr 


u 


to 
or 
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between now and May lst. 

“R, BEZOZA: I am getting to that point. 

We wish the Court to decide the summary 
judgment on our sixth claim of action for 
relief, which pertains to the Community Advisory 
Committee which is supposed to be set up under 
the Federal requlations, and our motion for this 
Court to compel the defendants to conduct *he 
validated needs assessments in both the parochial 
schools and the punlic schools, as set up by the 
New York City Board of Education. 

THE COURT: As I understand the emergency, 
the applications have to be in by May lst? 

MR. BAZOZA: Correct. 

THE COURT: Have applications been made 
for more money? 

MS. CARROLL: The application has not yet 
been filed, has not yet been approved by a vote 
of the Community School. 

THE COURT: Do you ‘.now what is in the 
application? 

MR. BAZOZA: We have not seen the application. 


THE COURT: Why don't you show him the 


applicatio: ' 
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MS. CARROLL: They have attended a meeting 
in which it was discussed. 

THE COURT: Let them see a copy of it. 
Maybe they will be happy. 

MS. CARROLL: It is in a stage of 
modification. I had a conference with Mr. 
Rogers the other day and certain suggestions 
were made by plaintiff's counsel. 

THE COURT: It is April 18th now. 

CARROLL: Also the application can 
be revised anytime in betweer May and June. 

MR. HYMAN: That is not a gen sal st. « 

THE COURT: Let us not open things up 
here. Let them see what you are doing so tney 
can do something in time to get something done. 
I do not want this around for another year. 
we could not do anything last August because it 
was too late. Now you are getting under the 
wire and they still do not know what is going on. 
I do not understand it. 1 want them brought in 
qn this thing. I want you to show them all the 
documents, ali the files, all the modifications 
and open it up so if there is something that 


needs to be done we can do it in t‘me. If you 
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do not, and I get the impression that you are 


delaying, your client will be open to contempt. 


I want this thing resolved in a free and open 
way. 

MS. CARROLL: The proposal was not 
complete. It is still being modified. 

THE COURT: Don't you have some documents? 
I cannot Lelieve that on April 18th you do not 
have something ready to go. 

MS. CARROLL: It is our position, your 
Honor, that the Title 7 grant for next year is 
not part 0° is lawsuit in any event. 

COUT: I do not agree. 
CARROLL: We have included P.S. 19 - 

THE COURT: You have done nothing that 
I know of since August. Part of the reason was 
that there was no money available and the 
program was set. 

MS. CARROLL: That is not true. We set 
up a compensatory and remedial plan at the school. 
We supplemented the staff, we put in more 
personnel. The new school will be ready for 
occupancy on June lst. There will no longer be 


split sessions. It will go into effect on 
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June lst. The contention that nothing has 
begun is untenable. I think the defendants 
have been moving forward providing compensatory 
remedial education. They have moved forward on 
the new school and presumably tiiis group of 
children will be included in the services under 
the decree. 


THE COURT: The new school does not help 


here.’ What we are talking about is compensation 


for the past split sessions. 


What do you want? 

MR. BEZOZA: At this point it is not just 
that the plaintiffs want to see the proposal. 
Under the Federal regulations the defendants are 


mandated to establish community advisory groups 


so that all people - - 


TUE COURT: If you have a community 
advisory group set up between now and May lst 
you are not going to get anyplace. It is now 
April 18th. There are ten working days or 
less between now and May lst. 

Do you want to fiddle around with a 
suit and an appeal or do you want to get something 


for these kids? 
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MR. LEZOZA: We feel by an Order of 
this Court we can establish a community group 
and they can have a few days ~ - 

THF COURT: You are not going to get a 
community advisory group. We are going to get 
problems. Take what they have, discuss it with 
your people, and yet back and see what you can 
do. 

NR. BEZOZA: The same problem that arose 
last year in establishing this Title 7 program 
is occurring again this year. The defendant; 
do not permit the public to view the program as 
reguired. 

THE COURT: Take the material. 

MR. BEZOZA: We would like more than the 
plaintiffs to look at it. We would like an 
established community advisory group. 

THE COURT: Do whatever you want to in 
consulting with your people. Set up an advisory 
group, you have got to have a Local School Board 
meeting, then they have to discuss it, then there 


is going to be notices and by the time you will 


get around to it it will be next August again. 


MR. BEZ0ZA: If they give notice in two 


~~ 
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days - - I do not believe it, not on April 18th. 
Besides, you have a defendant which obviously 
is dragging its heels. 

MS. CARROLL: The defendant is not draqging 
its heels. 

THE COURT: I have the distinct impression 
that you have not opened the matter up the way I 
have asked you to. This thing has been bouncing 
back and forth. I want you to be free and open 
on this thing so we can get it settled. I do not 
see why on April 18th I have to be faced with an 
emergency. 

MS. CARROLL: The defendants had a public 
meeting on the question and they do have 
representatives for P.S. 19. 

THF COURT: Did you show them all the 
papers? 

MS. CARROLL: All the figures with respect 
to the entire program were aired at the meeting. 

THE COURT: Were you there? 

MS. CARROLL: I wasn't there. 

THE COURT: They must have files on it. 
Open up the files and let them talk to everybody. 


MR. BEZOZA: Can we turn to the second 
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point on the crossmotion? 


TUF COURT: Your request that the Court 


advisory committee is denied as being too late 
to effect the May lst application. Your request 
that you be shown all files directly and 
indirectly relating to the May lst application 
and all revisions is granted and you are to be 
showr that material today, if you want it. 
You will be permitted to make copies 
from any of the material and you can discuss it, 
if you wish to do so, but I do not want you 
taking the stuff out of context and inflamming 
the community. 
MR. BEZOZA: We do not do that, your Honor. 
THE COURT: What is the next application? 
MR. BEZOZA: The next application is for 
the defendants to conduct validated needs 
assessments in both the parochial and public 
schools. 
THE COURT: For the May lst application? 
MR. BEZOZA: Yes. 
THE COURT: iow can they do that? 


MR. BEZOZA: They can begin to do it 
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promptly and then they can review it and 
then they can make -~- 
THE COURT: Do you need that in order 
to pass on the application? 
MR. HYMAN: What happens, the School 
Board certifies the need to the Federal Government, 


the raw data is given to HEW. If they certify 


whatever the Local Board adopts, that is a‘l we 
need. 

THE COURT: Are you going to be certifying 
the need? 

MS. CARROLL: We conducted a survey. The 
survey consisted of a test that was uniform for 
the public school and the non-public schools and 
we have the results of that test. 

THE COURT: Show it to them. 

Have you shown them the results? 

MS. CARROLL: Not yet. I think we have 
just about completed. 

THE COURT: Show them everything. 

MR. BEZOZA: First off, we asked questions 
at the public hearing about the needs assessment, 
Mr. Spiegel said it was not conducted in all the 


Hebrew day schools. 
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THE COURT: Why don't you look at 
the papers? 


“4P, BYZO?7A: We have already been told 


I do not care what you have 
been told. Look at the documents. 
BLZOZA: The further question that 
we clain is that the needs assessment that they 
have been conducting is not valid. 
ihr COURT: Do you want to get their 
application denied? 
BEZOZA: No, but I wish to have an 
appropriate allocation of funds for this district. 
TEL COURT: Why do you make the statement 
without knowing what is in the record? You 
obviously do not. 
MR. BEZOZA: We have seen the record 
from last year. 
THE COURT: You have not seen the one 
from this year. 
MS. CARROLL: I have asked your Honor 
that the needs assessment be expanded to all 
the parochial schools, because I knew Mr. Bezoza 


had anticipated that sort of a situation, so I 


to 


ur 
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instructed it be done That's why it was not 
completed. It was completed for the Catholic 
parochial schools and those aesthetic schools 
that were in the grant. 

I asked that they be conducted as to 
those not included in the grant to have a totai 
sample. 

THE COURT: Has that been completed? 

MS. CARROLL: I will have to call today. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. BEZOZA: I hate to belabor the point, 
that needs assessment was not conducted. It was 
given to all the children in the Catholic schools 
but not to all the public schools. They weeded 
out certain children and gave the test to only a 
few. 

MS. CARROLL: I will provide all the 
documents. 

THE COURT: I do not care what Mr. Spiegel 
said. I am not interested in that kind of 
distilled hearsay. 

What is the point of making a public 
record when we have an HEW representative here 


saying that the application is invalid? That 
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is what you are saying. You want the whole 
thing deiied for the whole district? 

ME. BEZOZA: No, I don't. 

‘hE COURT: Why don't you look at the 
documents first and see what you can work out 
before “5a publicly take a position that will 
destroy your client and everyone else? 

MR. BEZOZA: We may look at the document3 
and retvern quickly - - renew this motion? 

uy COURT: I will be here. I will be 
delighted to see you. Look at the documents 
beginning this afternoon. We know we have & 
May lst deadline. I will do what I can to help 
you. I get the feeling that nobody is working 
with anyone else. I do not understand it. 

MS. CARROLL: I do not understand the 
question, “Nobody is working with anyone else." 


THE COURT: I constantly get these 


complaints that nobody shows anyone anything in 


the district. What is the big secret? 

MS. CARROLL: I told Mr. Bezoza that I 
would give him the survey as soon as it is 
completed. 


THE COUF ': Give him what you have and 


“ay 


JA 452—15 


9 


let him have the rest of it when you can. 


3 | There shouldn't be this constant application 


4 to the court for help in discover’ and the like 
5 | in a case like this. 

| 
6 | MS. CARROLL: I shouldn't have to apply 


7 to the court to get an adjournment. 


THE COURT: We have a May lst deadline. 


MR. BEZOZA: May we set the dates on the 
10 | other motions? 

THE COURT: I am going to give them the 
I time, except as it applies to the problem of 

13 || May lst. I do not see any reason why counsel 
14 | should be pressed. 

5 || MR. BEZOZA: May we have May 9th on the 


16 | motion to - - 


17 || THE COURF: All the motions will be on 

18 | for May 9th. If you need any help on the May lst 
19 problem { will see you immediately. 

a) MR. HYMAN: The Government will make a 

21 | motion returnable on May 9th. 

i) THE COURT: Delighted to have your motion. 
23 | MR. HYMAN: This is the first time I did 
94 | something on papers. 


| MR. BEZOZA: We forced you into that motion - - 
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THE COURT: Thank you. 
whatever I said was not meant as 
criticism of any counsel, person or entity. 


Thank you. 


Notice of Motion 

CIS:CH:s 
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THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOA ist 
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I TION OF 
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hat upon the a@hnexed affida- 


vit of ELIZABETH KEESEE, swo to the 9th day ofeapril, 
1975, and upon the statement of material fagts as to which ,! 


there ; no genuine iss > tried, and upon ‘211 


signed wi move this Co before 1e Honorab 


Weinstein Sour om No ( ° > held at the 


Courthouse 2 Cadman Plaza East, Brooklyn, New York, on 


the 9th day of May, 1975, at 9:30 o'clock in the forenoon 
of that day or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard 
for an order pursuant to Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of 


Civil Procedure granting the Federal defendant's motion for} 


summary judgment against the plaintiff, or, in the aiterna-~| 
tive, granting the Federal defendant's 12(b) motion to 
dismiss the complaint. 


Dated: Brooklyn, New York 


April yr 1975 


DAVID G. TRAGER 
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Eastern District of New York 
Attorney for Federal Defendant 
225 Cadman Plaza East 
Brooklyn, New York 11201 
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s mie Nr U. S. Attorney 


TO: 


RICHARD 


260 Broadw 
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Puerto 1 
815 Second 


New York, New 


Attorney: 


W. BERNARD |! 
Corporatior 
Law Department 
Municiy I 
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Attorn 


1h project were 


as follow: 


1972-73 - 
1973-74 - 
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at 


7. For the first four 
to District 14, totalling 


services, materials and supplies, 


ol 
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the project (1970-74), Title VII grant 


designed to provide instructional 


ive services, and staff 


development services to Spanish-dor children of limited English- 


ability through the Bilingual Early Childhood Center located in P.S 


8. In the first four years the project no instructional services 


were provided through Title [I to children in non-profit private 


as the Community School Board repre sented that there were no private 


children in the District appr service duri 


9. The grant application or the fifth and nal 


year (1974-75) of the District first time requested funds 


for instructional services 


in District 14. 


10. The 1974 }panish-En 


for P.S. Zee 8 ete aul, an r ind a Yiddis 


component for Talmudic Beth 


ll. iscuss with Normar frector o 


Spiegel, | 


Community School stri '4 and Je sy Feingold, Spe 


Mr. Spiegel, project revisions were iggested that would c rify several 


points prior to approval of the grant. 


By submission of June application was revised. 


13. The grant application, as revised, included statistics as to the 


number of children of limited English-spe aking ability in both the public 


schools and private schools loc ated in District 14. 


14. The statistics indicated that of the 26,582 public school children, 


over 17,000 came from homes where Spanish is the dominant language. Of this 
number, 8,860 children were classified as children of limited English-speaking 


ability. 
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15. Of i1,095 children enrolled at the Hebrew Day Schools and included 


in the survey 7,890 children were found to be Yiddish-dominant, English 


language handicapped. 


16. Of 6,911 children enrolled in the Roman Catholic parochial schools 


in District 14 and included in the survey, 2,491 were found to be 
dominant, English-language handicapped. 
17. The grant application as revised, contained an assurance 


district-wide parent advisory cot mittee composed predominantly of 


Spanisi - 


that a 


parents 


of project participants would meet to discuss the proposal and that an 


up-to-date list of the Parent Advisory Committee members and minutes of the 


next meeting would | forwarded to the Office of Education. 


18. The Office of Education 


2¢ 1974 approved a grant to District 
, i e 


14 for 1974-75 in the amount of $48¢ 231 (including a $19,000 carry-over 


from the pr 


defined by the grant application as revisec 


t 


ious year) to be ed to implement the project proposal as 


/ . A » r } 4 

” P —> * geet IRB ps 6 
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J E . 4}, 1973. 
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EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YOR! 


-agains 
THE COMMUNITY 


OF 


of 1965 ; 


academic 
ildren 


the needs 


$1L5¢ »7« fo instructi i service 


services ste pment servic 


£ 


5, For the 


$135,974 for instruc 


istrict 14 provided 


administrative 


ant for 
ur Savior; Yiddi English component 
Beth Rachel. 
13. The grant application, as revised, included 
number of children of limit English-speaking ability 


De 


14. The stati 3 ic ) i : public school children 


tested, 17,000 children came from homes where Spanish is the dominant language. 


Of these 17,000, 8,860 children were classified as children with limited 


English-speaking ability. 


HYMAN, 
Assistant U. S. Attorney 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


DISTRICT 
ick i ea Aleph ag shee Sep ick nn ps ae a tee a ag nh x 


PARENTS‘ COM TEE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
19, et al, 


Plaintiffs, 783 (JBW) 


~against- 


3 i BOARD OF COMMUNITY 
sc IISTRICT NO. 14 OF THE CITY OF 
] SUPPLEMENTARY 
AFFIDAVIT OF 
PATRICIA VERGATA 


in 
the 
ITLIiCcCe OF nEauca lon 
Department o jealth, Education 
Welfare, 


STATE OF NEW 


sworn, 
attorneys 
action make this avi 1 support of plaintiff: 
tion to compel discovery the total numbe £ children 


TI limited English-speak ng al li ye -oOlled 


District 14, and in opposition to the various motions 


2 


summary judgment pending before the ct. Pnre 


seeks an order compelling defendants to administer 


Language Assessment Battery (hereafter "LAB") to | 


the non-public schools in District 14. The LAB is being adminis- | 
tered to public school children from now until May 13th. 
2. On April 15, 1975, I submitted an affidavit to 


the Court stating that on preliminary information, it appeared 
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that there was a continuing obfuscation of the number of 
children of limited speaking ability in District 14 due to 
a survey conducted in March, 97: I é unevenly and 
inadequately administered. (Affidavit of Patricia Vergata, 
Apert 15. £975, 99 6-9). 
cP On April 18, 1975 the Court ordered defendants 

to make information about the survey and the application for 

VII Zunds available to the plaintiffs. Plaintiffs 


have examined these documents. They include a 201] 
fully completed plication fc e I funds for the 
1975-76 school ye with a proposed target participation 
population of 881 pz chi: schoolchildren and 

lchildren (p. 20 of the Title VII applicat 
annexed hereto). n “Ss oO examined 
data survey conducted 

public 


schoolchildren 


"Introduction" pp. 32-35 and 3% nnexe 1eret< s Exhibit 

Examination of these mat ials has confirme 
previous criticisms C -ctions and has demonst 
the need for an objective, ee > and uni 

h-speaking 
ability stric l 4: ie base proportionate pupil 
participation. 
obvious deficiency of > assessment 

is that the test instrument was not administered to 84% 
public schoolchildren in District 14, or 20,375 out of 24,252 


children in 27 schools see "Language Data Survey”, March 1975, 
j J Y 


won 


Exhibit "C" annexed hereto). Instead, classroom teachers 
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were instructed to conduct a "Preliminary survey" (See 
"Instructions" annexed hereto as Exhibit "D") to select out, 
on their own subjective and unverified judgment, children 
"who speak English fluently for their age levels" 
Column C of Language Data Survey -S. 19 annexed hereto 
"E"). Only those public schoolchildren who were 

not selected out by the classroom teacher were actually 
administered the test instrument. 

a ype of administration of language d 
testing instruments is grossly inadequate for obtaining 
accurate and reliable results. n Aspira Board of Education, 
defendant Anker proposed a! niti anguage disability survey 

> be administer in ‘tober 1974. this survey, like the 


schedul 


method 


the disparate re ts produced in District 
1973, 29% of the p ic schoolchildren were assessed 
having severe or moderate limitations on English-speaking 
ability. Now, in March, 1975 there is an astonishing and 
unaccountable drop to 16%. These fluctuating assessments 
of language disability point up the unreliability of the 
District's March 1975 survey as a basis for targeting pro- 
portionate participation of public schoolchildren in bilingual 


programs under Title VII of the ESEA. 
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The unreliability of this method of administration 
is nowhere more manifest than in P.S. 19, a 95% Hispanic 
school which the Court itself has found to have pupils with 
severe language problems (August 5 1974 Hearing, T. 124). 


In October, 1973, the language data s\ >y disclosed that 638 


|} children were Category nd 266 as C »gOry ie Another 
only 
i|were Category 


conducted by d 


974 repre 


an additional Cate shildren for 


an additional 71 Category shildren for a to 


between pub : non-public 
and profess y unsound. 
of administra- 


tion, the District’s assessmer of | > schoolchildren's 


English language disability is equal s deficie terms 


of the test instrument emt} 


March 1975 merely consist > drawings with 3 English 
uestions printed on the back. (Exhibit"H" annexed hereto). 
|The instructions given with the test did not in any way explain 


how it was actually to be administered in order to insure 
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uniform administration. But plaintiffs 


submit that no matter how is administered, it 


is an out-moded, grossly inadequate educational 


instrument for language disability. 
3 I 


vant to the Aspira decree defendant 


purs 


Anker has utilizes testing instruments 


that are more and educationally 


than the uns i\dardized "picture test" used by District 


children, along 


New York 


the unreli 


nguage difficult 
proportionaté 


student }{ order to 


comparaDi¢ 


at eee oe 
LAB should } 


. , + 
sition oft 


English-speaking abl 


ster made in 


February and June indicated that such surveys 


consisted of a hodge-podge of unidentifiable, unreliable 


ind unstandardized methods of ascertaining language disability. 


rT deposition showed that there was no standardized or 


i1fic 


uniform test given to the children (T. 41) nor was any sucgested 


(T. 42). Some schools used a "picture cSt CEL 22% 


while others used results of diagnostic testing in reading 


JA 466 


and math which was only used in some grades (T. 37-38); but 


it was not known which schools used either method (T. 37,39) 


r in fact what method was : y employed at any of the 
schools (T. 56). The March 1 test was administered in the 
same invalid manner as the public schools (T. 76) 
In the Hebrew Day Schools al ‘ere has been no 
iable and 11 ‘m dete ) i- language 
, wnom 
Yiddish-English 
rdinator £ the >ssment 
not 


>ssment 


recor 
loyed 


that 


school » ‘O! ) He had no information 
what. method had been employed any of the other schools 
and stated that ct the Hebrew Day Schools are 
unequipped becuase « ste and structural patterns to 
develop and administer any comprehensive, standardized testing 


instruments (T. 66-68). 


Day 
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jumble was not 


only 3 Hebrew 
ble "picture 
whatsoever 
Schools (see 
anonymously 


nsistent”™ with 


tne vagu 
1lidated met 


sclose 


e, unt ecorded, 


hods employed 


the 


public 
portionate 


ii children 


publ ic 


raise 


serio 


iS 


jue 


stions, 


if 


not 


the good 


ibout 


competence 


the 


1dmini 


about 


Strator 


r [) 
lfh wv 


istrict ascertalinine true 


] Lably 


|children of District 14. r reliance on unprofessional, 


unvalidated and abandoned methods of measuring language dis- 


f 


ability despite defendant Anker's development of more comprehen 


lsive and reliable testing instruments is unjustified. 


16. Plaintiffs contend that the improved LAB developed 


by defendant Anker to meet the requirements of Title VI of the 


Civil Rights Act must also be regarded as the standard for 


identifying children for potential participation in the federal 
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bilingual programs administered under Title VII of the 


Therefore, defendants should be compelled to administer the 


LAB in the non-public schools in order to establish propor- 


school participation in Title VII 


tionate public and 


programs on the is < valid, standardized testing. 


Title VII Application, 
Title VII Application, 


Title VII Application, 


Instructions for Conducting the Survey 


Language Data Survey ~— 


Letter of Hiller to Gilushein, October 24, 1974 


er - 


—————— ee annnnannnennenneeennetenenesienemmmnd 
——— Ee 


\ . 
TABLE 1 - ENROLLMENT DATA 
‘ (Include children enrolied ages 3-18 years inclusive) 
mt a — = 
. | 
NAME OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENT . c 
Cc MIN AN 
pe 
(a) (b) ) 4 
%, 4 ‘ 953 | OSF 
Public School 16 ees = 2 ee . 
; | 
Public School 17 _ . 9265. 741 
XL +e, ) | 1170 
my 7 Q/ 1962 ()3 { 
AA s ee 39] 64 
= * Public 1 2: 1138 626 
sa ’ NPS Our Saviour beets 513 $2) . 
4 = - = = > — was 
. 
\ NPS Beth Rachel 1356 _ pa Bk b 
} 1 
’ pe ’ 929 2 
. s NPS Jesoda Hatorah 23 : oe 
> . 


NPS Kehilath Yaakov 


I 
Peter & Paul 


z. ; - pie 
te : ey eee i 
“as 
| ——_ - 
} erg tone eft fou 


(32) 
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INTRODUCTION 


School District 14 is located in the Williamsburg-Greenpoint 
sections of Brooklyn. It is a highly mobile, heavily populated, 
residential and industrial area. An overwhelming percentege of 
the district's residents live in substandard housing and under «:on- 
ditions of extreme poverty. The excessively high rate of pupil 
mobility within this population exceeds the 80% level in several 
schools.* All of the district's twenty-one elementary and six 
middle schools are designated as being eligible to receive Title I 
services. Of the approximately twenty-four thousand students 
attending the district's public schools, approximately sixteen 
thousand are currently designated as Title * eligible, based upon 
the most current eligibility formula. Most of the fifty-four 
hundred Catholic and eleven thousand Hebrew non-public school 
children share these characteristics with their public school 
counterparts. 

A substantial number, (estimated at 65%), of those children 
attending the district's public and Catholic non-public schools, 
come from homes in which Spanish is the dominant language.* Most 
of these children enter school at the kindergarten level with 
severely limited English speaking ability. In fact, statistics 
compiled as recently as March, 1975, indicate that approximately 
thirty-nine hundred public* and fourteen hundred Catholic non-pub- 
lic school* children are moderately/severely language handicapped. 
The inability of so many ef the district's students to conceptual- 


ize and communicate in English has had a seriously adverse effect 


* See needs assessment 


“ts “ 
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on their academic achievement. An examination of the results of 


the most recent available standardized test scores and teacher 
evaluations graphically represent these deficiencies.* 

Today, approximately fifty thousand Hasidic Jews reside in 
the Williamsburg section of Brooklyn. Yiddish has been and con- 
tinues to be the dominant language used for daily communication. 

The vast majority of youngsters entering the Hebrew Day Schools at 
age four are proficient only in Yiddish as this is the language 
spoken exclusively at home and in the community at large.* The 
extent of this problem can be readily ascertained by examining the 
results of the language data survey of the Hebrew Day Schools con- 
ducted in March, 1975.* These statistics ind*cate that approximately 
seventy-four percent of Hebrew Day School students are moderately/ 
severely language handicapped. The inability of so many Hasidic 
youngsters to communicate in English has not only adversely affected 
their academic achievement in school, but has presented a seri“ 1s 
obstacle for the entire community as it attempts to interact with 
other members of American society of diverse ethnic and cultural 
backgrounds. 

Several factors have been taken into consideration during the 
course of the selection process for program participants. These 
factors include competency in oral English language skills, language 
dominance, socio-economic background and educational deficiencies 
in basic skill areas. These criteria were assessed by reviewing 
standardized test scores, soliciting professional evaluations of 
pupil needs, conducting a district-wide language-data survey, con- 


*See needs assessment 
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ducting interviews with parents and representatives of community 
groups and consulting the district's Title VII Parent Acvisory 
Committee. As a result of the effort, the following schools have 
been selected as proposed project sites: 

GRADBS TO 
SITES BE SERVICEDs LOCATION 
157 Wilson Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
208 North 5 Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 


South 3 Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 


Berry Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 


.196 ; Bushwick Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y. 


. 250 Montrose Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Saviour hooper Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Saints Peter & Paul Berry Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Beth Rachel Pre-K=1 Heyward Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Jesoda Hatorah ‘Pre-K-1l Bedford Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
Kehilath Yakov Pre-K-1l 206 Wilson Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. 
The major emphasis of the proposed Title VII Bilingual Pilot 
Program will be in developing skills in the dominant and second 
languages through the presentation of a carefully planned and well- 
balanced curriculum in all appropriate academic areas. 
Project components incluv*e (1) needs assessment and criteria, 
(2) Program objectives, (3) instructional program and description 
of activities, (4) materials and curriculum development, (5) staff 
development, (6) Program administration, (7) Resource Management, 
(8) Use of Educational Resources, (9) Evaluation, (10) Dissemination, 
(11) parental and community involvement, 


* See needs assessment 


JA 474 


In conclusion, the proposed Title VII Bilingual Pilot Program 
aims, on a limited scale, to fulfill the needs of a small percentage 
of children of limited English speaking ability in the District 14 
educational community. At the same time, it is hoped that this 
project will serve as a viable model to be duplicated on a larger 


scale throughout the district. 


*See needs assessment 
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LANGUAGE DATA SURVEY MARCH 1975 


Language | Language 


219 
184 
20 
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| 
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Handicapped Handicappe 


Language 
Handicapped 


Percentage of 


# Pupils Moderately ly Pupils Severely Total Number | Enrollment 


Language 


Handicapped 


29% 
28% - 
9% 
22%° 
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DISTRICT 14 CATHOLIC NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


LANGUAGE DATA SURVEY =§ MARCH 1975 


# Pupils # Pupils Total Percentage 


Moderately [Severely Number Enrollment 
Total Language Language Language Language 
Schools lenrollment| Handicapped Handica ed Handicapped Handicapped 
All Saints 386 Sa 3 0 54 14% 
St. Anthony of Padua 573 a as 0 5 1% 
H St. Cecilia 621 i dae. 33 5% 
St. Cyril & Methodius 301 94 9 103 34% 
St. Francis of Paola 277 66 0 66 24% 
Immaculate Conception 283 112 5 117 41% 
Most Holy Trinity 363 104 2 196 29% 
St. Nicholas 283 39 6 45 16% 
Our Lady of Consolation 214 44 12 56 26% 
Our Savior 579 320 48 368 64% 
Our Lady of Mt. Carmel 341 54 0 54 16% 
Sts. Peter & Paul 297 180 56 236 79% 
St. Stanislaus Kosta 851 27 = | = 42 5% 
St. Vincent de Paul 247 80 1 81 33% 
eae C5 SN DE Sy A ee BA 


REVISED 


DISTRICT 14 HEBREW DAY SCHOOLS* 
LANGUAGE DATA SURVEY - MARCH 1975 


Total Percentage | 
Number Enrollment 


Language Language 
Handicapped Handicapped 


# Pupils 
Severely 
Language 
Handicapped 


# Pupils 
Moderately 
Language 
Handicapped 


Total 
Enrollment 


SCHOOL 


Yesh.Jesoda 
Hatorah 86% 
Yesh.Kehilath 
Yaakov 58% 
eth Rachel 
School 64.5% 
65.9% 


1943 443 


TOTALS- 


-* Statistics include only anticipated project schools. Statistics for other Hebrew Day 
Schools would be consistent with those presented in this survey. 


DISTRICT 14, PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


ANALYSIS OF PUPIL PERFORMANCE - READING 


METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST APRIL 1974 


## Pup. Pupils Below Percentage Pupils 
Grade Level _ Tested _Grade Level Below Grade Level 


2,429 1,372 4% 
2,608 1,872 
2,609 2,108 
2,453 1,899 
25321 1,932 
25295 2,037 
2,142 1,911 
605 485 


_Totals 


17,462 13,626 


DISTRICT 14, PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


ANALYSIS OF PUPIL PERFORMANCE - MATHEMATICS 


METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST APRIL 1974 


# Pupils # Pupils Below Percentage Pupils 
Grade Level _Tested Grade Level Below Grade Level | 


2,482 1,466 59 4% 
Zyast Ljepor > 71.5% 
2,261 1,749 77.3% 
1,983 1,741 87.7% 


or Tr as FT 7 


9,043 
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S R A READING TEST* SPRING 1974 


Percent Pupils Below 


" i; |? Pupils # Pupils Below 
SCHOOL |GRADE | Tested Minimum Competence Minimum Competence 


Our Saviour 


Sts. Peter & Paul 


» Of fice 


* Data obtained from Central Brooklyn Dioces¢ 


DISTRICT 


NEW YORK STATE PUPIL EVALI 


FALL 1973* 


14 PARTICIPATING NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS (HEB 


4 


ER 


LUATION PROGRAM - READING AND MA 


RFI 


A 


READING 


MATHEMATICS 


# Pupils Below Percent Pupils # Pupils 
Grade Level Below Grade Level - Test ed 


en: ie CS 8 d _86% 


Yeshiva Jesoda 


Hatorah 


Yeshiva Kehilath 


TOTALS = | ey * eo Some 


Yakov 


TOTALS _ 64 : een 


| 


* Data obtained from principals of participating Hebr: 


» Day Schools 


Percent Pupils 


t Pupils Be low 
; Grade Level Below Grade 1 > 


, EVALUATION 


DISTRICT 14 PARTICIPATING NON-PU 


BLIC SCHOOLS (CATHOLIC) 


PROGRAM - READING AND MATH* FALL 1973 


MATHEMATICS 


SCHOOL 


Grade Level 


Our 


Saviour 


} Pupils |# Pupils Below] Percent Pupils 
r r r 
Below Grade Level 


457% 


58% 


# Pupils |# Pupils Below} Percent Pupils 
Tested Grade Level | Below Grade Level 


TOTALS 


* Data obtained from Central Brooklyn Diocese Of fice 
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DISTRICT 14 PUBLIC SCHOOLS* 
PUPIL MOBILITY DATA 


SCHOOL YEAR ENDING JUNE 1974 


Pupil | Pupil Total Pupil School Percentage 
Admissions | Discharges| Admissions-Discharges | Enrollment | Pupil Mobility! 
SCHOOL | 1973-1974 | 1973-1974 el 1973-1974 _ June 1974 | 1973-1974 Year | 


1031 


74.2% 


573 


* The schools represented herein are a sampling of the twenty-seven district 
elementary, middle and junior high schools. The data for pupil mobility is 
consistent with mobility statistics for schools not included in this survey. 


4 
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DISTRICT 14, PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


LANGUAGE DATA SURVEY MARCH 1975 


Percentage of 
# Pupils Moderately l Pupils Severely focal Number | Enrollment 


Total Language Language Language | Language 
School |Enrollment Handicapped Eandicapped | Handicapped | Handicapped 
29% 
28% 


Wiha A. MOGGERS TELEPHONE 
COMMUNITY BUPCRINTENOENT 063.2520 
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OFFICE OF REIMBL..SABLE PROGRAMS 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 14, BROOKLYN 


310 SOUTH FIRST STREET 
BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 11211 


INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONDUCTING THE SURVLY 


Depending on the number of children to be surveyed, one or more persons 
in ezch school may be assigned by the principal to conduct this survey. 


PRELIMINARY SURVEY 


1. Survey coordinator (s) will assist each homeroom teacher in 
identifying pupils' ability t peak English. 


On reverse sir’: of class work sheet list names of pupils who 
have been identified as: 


a. Pupils who speak English Hesitantly at times.....and 
b. Pupiis who speak no English 


Survey coordinator (s) will test, individually, those pupils 
who have been listed on reverse side of class work sheet 


Survey coerdinator (s) on basis of individual testing wil’ 
enter final totals on face cf class work sheet for each group. 


Survey coordinator (s) will enter all totals in boxes and 
sign the class work sheet. 


Survey coordinator (s) will complete School Summary Sheet 
requesting total school results of the language survey. 


COMMUNITY SUPER ENOENT 


a 
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OFFICE OF REIMBURSABLE PROCRAMS 


SCHOOL DISTRICT 14, BROOKLYN 


310 SOUTH FIRST STREET 
BROOKLYN, NEV YORK 11211 


LANGUAGE DATA SURVEY 
)4 Jax 
SCHOOL DATE ayy 75 


COLIN A COLUM B COMIN C COLISN D 


GRADE | #PUPILS WHO SP EAK | GRADE REGISTES. 


PUPILS WHC SPEAK | “PUPILS "HO SPEAX 
ENGLISH HESITANTLY LITTLE OR NO ENGLISH FLUENTLY FCR} (should agree : 


AT TIMES, OR WHOSE | ENGLISH THEIR AGE LEVELS 
FOREIGi?! ACCENTS IN-| : 
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REMEDIAL WORK IN 
ENGLISH. 
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HAND DELIVERED October 24, 1974 
*” 
Morris Glushein, Esq. 
163 East 22nd Street 
New York, New York 10021 
A Ue v. Board of Edu ation 
2 Cav. 4002 OE.) 


Glushein: 


The defendant Board of Education is scheduled to 
administer their “improved method for identi fying and 
classifying Spanish-speaking and Spanish surnan ied children" 
pursuant to paragraph 1 of the Consent Rares on October 31, 
1974. As set forth below, plaintiffs and their counsel have 
serious reservations and objections not only to the test 


instrument itself, 
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pre 


Ww 


Assuming 
judgment after these preliminar 
next directed to show the child 
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hus, reliance on the individual assessment of the homeroom 
sacher, although bs iting a "new" scale simply creates 
illusion of uniform classification. (See Attachment D). 


examiners 


kin 1iom the homeroom 

ther 1, were able to 
effecti *r discussions with 
plainti n defendants first 
reveale r of administering 
the sca r the test to all 
Spanish surnamed and Sp children. However, 
the directions for administering the scale in effect permit 
the same result. 


( 


tne 


1974 
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(emphasis 


uctions will also 
[These shortcomings 


a close reading 

in the 
intended to 

to those Spanish- 


The examiner is directed to reliminarily prepare the 
child for the test by relaxing him through a verbal exchange. 
Preliminary questions are suggested, but they are not required, 
and any verbal exchange is permitted. The directions then 
state: 

"Any conversation the examiner ha wep 
each pupil ; useful in evaluat che 
pupil’ rating. ie PS « Sa eg udgment of 
the examiner sufficient mation is 
avallable at his Juncture to be i 
rating, the test may be stopped and a 
rating made." 

Thus, where the examiner is the homeroom teacher, the 
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with the child will undoubtedly gr atly influence their 
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to make 
teacher is 

intended 
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unable 
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a 


“svtober 24; 1974 
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October 


ind nan La 1ine, indicated that the t instrument 
was to be ad 1istered to other non-English-speaking children 
as well. 

In order ¢t dapt t t instrument that it could 
be ad ered t other non-Fng ~ Ki shildren, the 
t t instrument is modified in nificant re¢ ects. 

T P for @ ) tor r 1st fase: Os Gra test 
1 trument tained five set t } Pi »S 
‘ hit ce/eyes; pin/pen; ick ; ] ‘jello) 
igned t it English juage pr iclation contrasts 
r n to be difficult or Spanish-sr ing hildren. The 
introduction to the draft t t stated further that these 
minimal rs are considered to be "critical al linguistics 
for Hispanic background children." 
£ Course, nce these inimal pair ire critical only 
to Hi nic children, t l ide t trasted | ture 
i” a test for aii Engl - aking children would serve 
no useful ur} e these other ildren, and this 
of the test has been eliminated. herefore, the defe 
in modifying the test design to broaden lit scope id 
pur} e, have created . iore universal t t, but one that 
learly not st appro t f I panic children. 
This is borne out in the directions for asse ng pronuncia- 
tion and intonation, whi now state: 
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and educator: be that t f ( i n O cal 
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and c be done t the ¢ f ] tiff class 
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to administer the panisn vey t CY | to tnose 
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surnamed children in both Spanish and Engiish. llowever, in 
administering the test on October 31, 1974, and the full 


he Court arranged to have 


’ 


eyaluate the Spanish surnamed pupils at P.1l 


The results the spot-check conducted on June 


are as follows: 


10t included 


Mr. Irving Anker, cinanceilor 
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Category I Caterory IT . : 
10-31-73 425 214 
4-30-74 220 140 


The results of the spot-check conducted on June 18-19, 1974, 
are as follows: 


Of 751 pupils, 544 were reported on April 30, 1974, and 207 were 
not reported. 

Of the 544 pupils that were reported and not included in 
Category I and Category IL on April 30, 1974, 


95 were absent 
64 were either discharged, transferred, not tested, 
or not of Hiasnanic origin 
‘ were in Catcgory I 
cy were in Category II 
214 were in Category III 


‘ 


Of the 207 pupils not reported oa April 30, 1974, 


26 were absent 
12 were either discharged, transferred, not tested or 
not of Hispanic origin i 
25 were in Category I 
13 were in Category Il 
131 were in Category III 


Xerox copies of the report, as submitted by the survevors, are attached hereto. 
I have also asked Dr. Treiman ». rhe Centec for Policy Research to prepare an 
analysis of these data. 


HSP;:et 
Atts. 
cc; Ms. Wolff (3 sets) 
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Affidavit of Rabbi Albert Friedman 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS' COMMITTEE 9F PUBLIC : 
SCHOOL 19, et. al., 


Plaintiffs, 

: 24 CIV. 733 
(J.B.W.) 
-against- 

COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF : AFFIRMATION 

CCMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

NO. 14 CF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, 

and, 


TERREL H. BELL, etc. 


RABBI ALBERT FRIEDMAN because of religious prohi- 
bition does not take oaths ad therefore affirms under pen- 


alty of perjury the following: 


1. I ama Rabbi affiliated with the Hebrew Day 
Schools in Williamsburg other than the United Talmudical 
Academy 2nd Beth Rachel School for Girls and am familiar 


wit the facts as set forth hereinafter. 


2. I submit this affidavit in support of the 
muni. 2.81 defendant's mocion for summary judgment in the 
supplemental action challenging the grant of Title VII funds 


to non-public school children. 


3. I supervised the administration of the Language 
Data Survey in the Hebrew Sciools indicated below as per the 
instructions of the Office of Reimbursable Programs, Commun~ 
ity School District 14 and was chosen for this tusk because 


I am fluent in English, Yiddish and Hebrew. 


4 
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4. This language data survey utilized techniques 
similar to those employed in the public schools for classi- 
fication of Language Handicapped children and resulted in 

| the compilation as set forth in Exhibit "A" annexed hereto 
(See also Exhibit G annexed to the affidavit of Norman Spiege}, 


dated February 24, 1975). 


5. Contrary to the claim of the plaintiffs the 
schools surveyed are located in District 14 as evidenced by 


Exhibit B annexed hereto. 


6. Additionally, the children attending those 


schools all reside in District 14. 


7. This language data survey accurately reflects 
the number of children enrolled in and eligible for Title VII 


services in these schools. 


8. Based upon my experience within the Hassidic 
community in Williamsburg and my observation of the operation 
of these schools, I am convinced that the language disability 


need evidenced by the survey is entirely correct. 


Dated: 
May > RFES 


ut 


ALBERT FRIED AN 


i a ree 


state of New fork 
30.5290 788 a 
con tte tne 31 


DISTRICT VOUTLI 


Yeshiva Arugath Habose. 
Ahavas Vicrocl-Yesiiive 
Yeshiva Berth Yeshaya 
Yeshiva BRenai Mordechai 
Beth Jacob H.S. 
Beth Jacob Elementary 
Bnos Yaakov 
‘eshiva Belz 
“Bnos Yerusalen 
Yeshiva Benai Yesoscher 
Yeshiva t. nchas Elcieuer 
Yeshiva Kehilath Yaakov 
Yeshiva Nesivath Ole. 
feshiva of Paya 
Yeshiva Torah Vodaath 
eshiva Sherath Hapleita 
wth Chana 


eshiva Shaar YWatorah 


eshiva Darkei Tshuva 


PANGUAGL. 


EXHIBIT 


Coutinin 
® , + 
NISTA1C 
C g; 
Yeshiva Shenred Nadas bekashoe 
Yeshiva Veourach David 
Yeshiva Yesode IHatoran 
Yeshiva luchlas Yaakov 
Adaas Yeriaia 
4 


Yeshiva Ahavas Torah 
Leth Rachel 


United Taliudicsl Acudciny 


, TOTALS 


12°31 


2,444 


7,€90 


Yeshiva Arugath Habosem 
Ahavas Yisreol-Yeshiva 
Yeshiva Beth Yeshaya 
Yeshiva Benai Mordechai 
Beth Jacob H.S. 

Beth Jacob Elementary 
Bnos Yaakov 

Yeshiva Belz 

Bnos Yerusalem 

Yeshiva Benai Yesoscher 


Yeshiva Minchas Eleiezer 


Yeshiva Kehilath Yaakov 
Yeshiva Nes vath Olem 
Yeshiva of Paya 

Yeshiva Torah Vodaath 
Yeshiva Sherath Hapleita 
Beth Chana 

Yeshiva Shaar Hatorah 
Yeshiva Darkei Tshuva 
Yeshiva Shomrei Ha.'!as Dekashoe 
Yeshiva Tzemach David 
Yeshiva Yesoda Hatorah 
Yeshiva Nachlas Yaakov 
Adaas Yeriam 


Yeshiva Ahavas Torah 


171 Hooper Street 

6 Lee Avenue 

215 Rutledge Street 

467 Bedford Aver.ue 

132 South 8th Street 

284 Rodney Street 
Pacific Street 
Bedford Avenue 
Bedford Avenue 
Division Avenue 


kooper Street(old location, 
to Bore Park) 


Bedford Avenue: 


Hewes Street 
Marcy Avenue 
Wilson Street 
Lee Avenue 
Keap Street 

96 Hewes Street 
Keap Street 
Hooper Street 
Bedford Avenue 

505 Bedforc Avenue 
Wilson Street 

27 Lee Avenue 


146 Rodney Street 


Affidavit of Rabbi Naftali H. Frankel 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


l parents COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOL 19, et. al., 


Plaintiffs, : 74 Civ. 783 
(7.B.W.) 


} -against- 


| communr TY SCHOOL BOARD OF : AFFIRMATION 
|COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT ota ener 
NO. 14 OF THE CITY OF NEW 

YORK, and, 


TERREL H. BELL, 


RABBI NAPTALI H. FRANKEL because of religions pro- 
hibition: does not take oaths and therefore affirms under 
penalty of perjury the following: 

1. I am associated with the United Tulmodicai 
Academy and Beth Rachel School for Girls and am familiar 
with the facts as set forth hereinafter. 

2. I submit this aff rmation in support of the 
municipal defendants' motion for summary judgment in the 
supplemental action challenging the grant of Title VII funds 
to non-public school children. 

3. I coordinated and collected the Needs Assessment 
data in the above-mentioned schools upon the instructions of 
the Office of Reimbursable Programs, Community School Dis-~ 
trict 14. ;In part, I was chosen for this task pecause of my 

ue..cy in English, Yiddish and Hebrew. 

4. This survey utilized techniques sim: lar to 
those employed in the public schools for classif- :ation cf 
language liandicapped chiidren and resulted in the compilation 
as set forth in Exhibit "A" annexed hereto. (see also 
Exhibit G aanexed to the affidavit of Norman Spiegel, dated 


Pebruary 24, 1975). 
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5. Contrary to the claim of the plaintiffs, the 


Administrative offices of the United Talmudical Academy and 
Beth “-che’ School for Girls are located in District 14 at 
82 Lee Ave Both schools are located in District 14 and 
have annexes in other school disv.ricts. (See Exhibit B) 
6. Additionally, approximately 90% of the children 
attending those schools reside in District 14. 
7. This language data survey accurately reflects 
the number of children enrolled in and eligible for Title VII 
services in these schools. 
8. Based upon my many years experiei ce with the 
Chassidic community in Williamsburg and my observation of the 
operation of these schools, I believe that the language 
disability need evidenced by the survey is entirely correct. 
9. The Title I application sub.itced for Beth 
Rachel School for Girls does not include ail eligible 
children at that school. 

.0. The reason for this is that there is inadequate 
space and/or facilities at this sc.ool to permit the delivery 
of Title I services separate and apart from regular classroom 
services as required by the Board of Education. 

ll. Additionally many parents oppose the separation 
of their children into Title I groups because they feel it 
stigmatizes their children among their peers as poor and 
educationally deprived. 

The same explains the limited partiz:pation of 
United Talmudical Academy as well as of the Heorew Day Schools 


generally in the Title I program. 


Dated: May 8, 1975 


SCHOO, 
Veshiva Arugath Uavesen 


Ahi vas Yisroe]-Y: 


Beth Jacch H.S. 
Reth Jucob Ele: 
Ines Yaakov 
‘eshiva Belz 
“Bnos Yerusalen 
Yeshiva Penai Yesosicher 
Yeshiva Minchas Eleciescr 
Yeshiva Kehilath Yaakov 
‘Seshiva Nesivath Olen 
feshiva of Paya 
4eshiva Torah Vodaath 
eshiva Shcerath Hapleita 
eth Chana 


Vive Shaar Natorah 


va Darkei Tshuva 90 


EXHIBIT "G" 


Cuniias ie 


Yesnive Yesads atorah 
Yesnivea Nachlas Yaeokov 
Ada ae 


‘ 
Tord 


hhavas 
beth Kechel 
Vai 4 J BF 


TOTALS 


luudical Acadeciy 


EXNIBIT "G" 


at H s/h 
civ vi Vid 
e | 
eJtrvllil 

WN 55238 

Day SCiiv 
ul 


88 
1,418 
2,444 


7,890 


LIST OF SCHOOLS OF UNITE) 
TALMUDICAL ACADEMY AND RETH 
RACHEL WITH THF. TOTAL FNROLL- 
MENT OF EACH SCHOOL 


STTE: . GRADES 


225 Patchen Asenue 3-12 


125 Heyward Street Nurseryv-4 

969 - 49th Street Nursery-5 
1359 -53rd Street Nursery-8 
2%--8 Marcy Avenue Nurserv-Pre la 
212 Wibc. East 

176 Degraw Street 

167 Sands Street 

193 Keap Street 


Affidavit of Lawrence F. Larkin 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS' COMMITTFE OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOL 19, et. al., 
Plaintiffs, SUPPLEMENTAL AFFI- 
DAVIT iN SUPPORT OF 
-against- MUNICIPAL DEFENDANTS ' 
: MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF JUDGMENT 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
NO. 14 OF THE CITY OF NEW 


YORK, and, 0 74 Civ. 783 
(J.B.W.) 


TERREL H. BELL, 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 


COUNTY OF KINGS ) 


LAWRENCE F. LARKIN, being duly sworn, deposes and 


says: 


initle I Non-Public School Programs, Board of Education of 
\the City of New York, and am responsible for the overall 
| supervision of centrally administered Board of Education 
Title I Non-Public Scool Programs. 

2. I submit this affidavit in support of the 


municipal defendants’ motion for suinmary judgment in this 


1. I am the Director of the Bureau of E.S.E.A. 


joase. 
3. In their cross-motion in opposition to the 
|municipal defendants' summary judgment motion, plaintiffs 
make a number of assertions which need clarification and/or 
are supported by misleading statistics. 


4. Exemplifying this is the contention that 


"there is a correlation between minimum educational compe~- 


| 


tence {as reflected in Title I eligibility statistics] and 
language competence [as reflected in Title VII eligibility 
statistics)" which makes the disparity in vchese figures 


questionable. (See Bezer" i affidavit, paragraph 10(d)). 
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Since the underlying premise is incorrect the statistics 
submitted in support thereof are misleading. 

5. The criteria for Title I non-public school 
eligibility under the E.S.E.A. of 1965 are that a child be 
below minimum educational competence, as well as, reside in 
an attendance area where the poverty concentration is equal 
to or higher than the city wid concentration. 

6. Title I provides for assistance for both 
public and non-public schools. However, the Title I 
application for a particular school district, such as 
District #14, can only reflect schools geographically 
within the District, whether the, are public or non-public, 
and which also meet poverty level criteria. 

7. Significantly, the non-public school authori- 


| 


ties are not required to submit all of the schools under 
their jurisdiction (nor all grades within a school) for 


| Title I assistance, regardless of whether or not they are 


otherwise eligible for such assistance. 


8. Additionally since the Board of Education 


jusually requests that applicant non-public Title I schools 
i give assurance that they have adequate space and facilities 
to deliver or conduct their Title 1 services separate from 
their regular classroom services, such schools may be con- 
strained not to submit data for otherwise eligible children 
due to a lack of such space and facilities. 

9. I have reviewed the Title I eligibility 


documentation for the Hebrew Day Schools in District #14. 


The raw data for such documentation is compiled and sub- 


mitted by the Hebrew Day Schools themselves and was trans-~ 


|mitted to Applied Urbanetics, Inc., an independent research 
| 
organization, for tallying and review. The raw data, as well 
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as the compilations of Applied Urbanetics were then forwarded 
to my office for eventual transmission to local school dis- 
tricts. Thus, the raw data submitted with respect to both 
the Title I and Title VII applications of the Hebrew Day 
Schools in District 14 emanates from.those schools. 

10. Ten Hebrew Day Schools submitted data for 
Title I assistance in District #14 for the school year 1974- 


75. They are all located within District #14, and a listing 


ll. While a very general relationship may inceed 


follows: 
Number of Eli- 

School Name gible Children 
|Talmud Torah Toldus Yacov Yosef 8 
Yeshiva Kehilath Yakov For Boys 22 
Bais Yaakov D'Khal Adas Yereim 33 
Yeshiva Ahavas Y'Israel 59 
Unt'd Talmudical Acad Yesh Torah V'Yirah 281 
Beth Jacob Elementary School 52 
Yeshiva Yesade Hatorah V'Eltz Chaim 155 
Yeshiva & Meshirva Arugath Habosem 40 
Yeshiva Machziker Torah of Belz 51 
Beth Rachel School for Girls 297 


exist between language competency and minimum educational 


competency, the figures submitted by plaintiffs in their 


cross-motion are not indicative or reflective thereof insofar 


as the Hebrew Day Schools are concerned. The Title I figures 
ldo not necessarily include all of the Hebrew Day Schools 


llocated in District 14, nor all the grades within those 
{ 


schools which applied for Title I funds. 


eee 


12. Consequently, any comparison between Title 7 
- Title VII eligibility figures is inappropriate and 


lreflects a misunderstanding of the nature of that data. 


i3. With respect to public school Titie I eligi- 


bility figures indicated in the Title I application for Dis- 


leetot 14 and referred to by the plaintiffs, it is important 
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to point out that these figures orly reflect those students 
who reside in the poverty-level attendance areas. They do 
not reflect the actual number of such children who are 
achieving below minimum educational standards. 

14. Since these Title I and Title VII eligibility 
figures as reflected in their respective applications quantify 
disparate categories in the public schools, any comparison 
of them is not probative of the issue of the reliability of 


the Title VTI eligibility figures. 


C 7 LAWRENCE a 


Sworn to before me this 
S- day of May. 1975. 


MICHAEL B. ROSEN 
Notary Public, State of New York 


y 
fromm tice » 30, wr") 


. No. 31-3348705 
Qualified in Now York Count 
¥ 


Affidavit of Sister Filin~z Anne Luciano 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS’ COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC 
SCHOOL 19, et. al., 


Plaintiffs, 


-against- 74 Civic 783 
: (J.B.W.) 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
NO. 14 OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, 
and, : AFFIDAVIT 


TERREL H. BELL, individually and 
ir his capacity as Commissioner of 
the United States Office of Educa~ 
ion of the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare. 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 


COUNTY OF NEW YORK) 


SISTER FILLEPA ANN LUCIANO, 2eing duly sworn, 
deposes and says: 

1. -I am the principal of Our Sevior, Roman 
Catholic Elementary School, located in Community School 
District 14 and I submit this affidavit in support of the 
municipal defendants’ motion for summary judgment in the 
supplemental action challenging that part of the 1974-75 
Title VII grant which allocated funds to English languege 
handicapped children in non-public schools. 

2. I was chosen by the principals of the Roman 
Catholic elementary schools to inquire concerning the avail- 
ability of federal funding under Title VII for language 
handicapped children in these schools. 

3. In part, the reason I was so chosen is that 
I am fully fluent in English and Spanish, have taught in 
Elementary Schools in Puerto Rico nine years and possess 


a Masters Degree in Bilingual Education. 
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4. As part of this effort I met with Norman 


Spiegel, Director of Reimbursable Programs and Jeffrey 
Feingold, his Assistant, and was advised of the applicable 
Federal Regulations and the requirement of providing a 
needs assessment for the applicant schools. 

5. Accordingly, I supervised the administration 
© the Language Data Survey for the Roman Catholic Schools 
er ying techniques comparable to those employed in the 
public schools. 

6. This survey accurately reflects the number of 
Spanish P<-inant-English-language handicapped children 
enrolled in and elicible for Title VII services i: these 
schools. 

7. Additionally, I am convinced that both the 
parents of the affected children at Our Savior and St. Peter 
and Paul schools as well as the parents of those children 
who did not participats in the 1974-75 Title VII program, 
supported and continue to support our participation in 
Pistrict 14's Title VII program. 

8. I know that I have widespread community 
support for our Title VII program based not only upon Home 
School Association Meetings (Parents Advisory Group) held 
at the schools in question but also upon personal conver- 


sations had with parents of eligible children. 


On behalf of the Roman Catholic schoo- children 
participating in the 1974-75 Title VII program, I respect- 
fully urge the Court to uphold this program and permit 
these severely language-handicapped children to continue 

ito benefit from these remedial services which they so 


I sorely need. 


haut 
} : ee 
|} Sworn to before me this ak diary, 0 FiriPrA ANNE 
| me 


ay TE OF NEW YORK 


day of May, 1975. fo 4 - 1607682 
‘ied 0 YLeers Lounty 


c 
LA sbi tines fry, by Commcsiun Lapiies Siarch 30, 1976 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
hate tallest man ae aang 
PARENTS' COMMITTEE OF P.S. 19, «t al, : 
Plaintiffs, : 74 Civ. 783 (JBW) 
-against- $ 
COMMUNITY SCHJOL BOARD OF COMMUNITY : AFFIDAVIT. OF 
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 14, et al, KENNETH KIMERLING 
and 


TERRELL H. BELL, Individually and in 
ais capacity as Commissioner of the 
United States Office of Education of 
the Department of Health, Education : 
and Welfare, 


Defendants. 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
SS.: 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK) 

KENNETH KIMERLING, being duly sworn deposes and 
say 

1. iI aman attorney for plaintiffs and subn.t this 
affidavit in support of their motion to compel defendants to 
administer the Aspira Language Assesment Battery LAB in 
the parochial schools in District 14. 

2. Enclosed is the LAB. As a quick perusal of the 
LAB and its instructions demonstrates, the March 1975 survey 


done by defendants falls considerably short of professional 


JA 5.9 


Standards. The use of the LAB in parochial schools will 
provide a standardized result with which to compare public 


and parochial school children. 


KENNETH KIMERLING 


Sworn to before me 


this 5th day of May, 1975 


a = ae 

/ 4 - 
: re oS » EE a 
Notary Public yi 


APA pA PANIA AHA 
Notary Por - Sip ‘ 
Plo. alt yay 4 
‘ Qvalified in Queens County 
OMrission ] 
ion Expires March 30, 1976 


* York 


. 


ENCLOSURES TO AFFIDAVIT OF 


KENNETH KIMERLING 


ARE LOCATED AT END OF APPENDIX 
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Transcript of Proceedings—May 9, 1975 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS COMMITTEE, 
Plainti 
74-C-783 


-against- 


COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD #14, 
OF P.S. #9, 


- Defendant, 


United States Courthouse 
Brooklyn, New York 


May 9, 1975 
9:30 o'clock A.M. 


Before 


HONORABLE JACK B. WEINSTEIN, U.S.D.J-«, 


ARTHUR FROOM 
ACTING OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Appearances: 


WILLIAM S. BURG, ESO. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
260 Broadway 

New York, N.Y. 


BY: IRA BEZOUA, ESO. 
-and- 
PATRICIA VERGATA, ESQ. 
Of Counsel 


PUERTO RICAN LEGAJ. DEFENSE FUND 
95 Madic-n Avenue 
New York, New York 


BY: KENNETH KIMERLING, ESQ. 
Of Counsel 


NEW YORK CITY CORPORATION COUNS?TL 


BY: MICHAEL CECERE, ESO. 
-and- 
ROSEMARY CARROLL, ESO. 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 


DAVID G. TRAGER, FSC. 
United States Attorney 
for the Eastern District of NewYork 


BY: CYRIL HYMAN, ESO. 
Assistant U.S. Attorney 


Also present: 


MARIA GARCIA 
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MR. BEZOZA: I would like to speak first on the 
motion. 

We are going to first look at the motion in 
which plaintiff requests that the Court order an 
admission of * language assessment battery test. 

The parochiai school test was advised by someone “rom 
the Board of Education, pursuant to Title 7 of the 
1964 Civil Rights Act. 

This being :drinistered at public schools in 
this District 14. We feel the admission of -uch tests 
is objective. The parochial schools will not 
alleviate the problem, that which is the 1974, 1975, 
and 1976, which conducted in the district for the 
Title 7, following the application of the page 7675 
language needs assessment. 

Necessity is based pon written tests, non- 
written instructions, no written data. 1975 and 1976 
assessments was based upon the test, that in the 
light of the test, advised by -- the Board of 
Education is clearly deficient. A non-handwriting 


manner in which not all lanquage children ina 


public school would be tested would be tests being 


instrumented in parochial schools. 


An allegedly Hebrew da’ school -- over three 
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of the Hebrew day schools received a test. 

In the Catholic day schools the test was 
administered differently. I think the rules in both 
needs assessments. 

We can't rely on this and we ask that the 
Court order the implementary test of the parochial 
school before we reach the summary judgment. 

MS. CARROLL: Your Honor, with respect to the 
testing ¢»fined by Mr. Bezoza, for 1974 and 1975, the 
title 7 grant application that the test was 
administered and the basis for the grant that's 
presently operating -~ 

To have a new test fur that, it would seem tl.at 
more money would be needed. 

THE COURT: That pretty well addresses the 
issue. 

MS. CBRROLL: As 1975 and 1976, we conducted 
a survey, and an informal test was worked out by an 
office, a program of an informal test. 

THE COURT: What is that, a city office? 

MS. CARROLL: That's the office within the 
direction which administers’ such a citle 7. 


That, at any time, an informally administered 


test in public schools and rorechial schools. It was | 


tne good office that prepared an informal, with the 


same questions for both. 
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5 
I believe that the testing is inadequate for 


the purpose of the Title 7 grant application and all 
the rules have already been compiled and became part 


of the application for Washington. 


MS. BLUM: We haven't seen the test. 


Your Honor, there is a limit to how deeply we 


6 

” get involved in the school district. 

8 The term needs for determination needs of 

10 THE COURT: Why this test? 

il MS. CARROLL: Because we had a filing date to 
12 comply with the Aspira test. 

13 We were in a pre-testing situation at that 


time and we felt this test was significant, and an 
informal test for voth would be, inadequate. 


THE ZOURT: Why can't you do an Aspira test 


that won't affect -- 


CARROLL: The Aspira test would be a secon 


9 children and it is not probable in an informal test. 
MS. 
test and we feel the testino we have ¢.ven is adequate. 
| 
There is no basis that they claim it inadequate. 


THE COURT: Is the test qiven now throughout 


the city, the Aspira test” 


MS. CARROLL: Yes, but that is for the purpose 
of, I would think, a more definite, broad- faced 


program for lanquage instruction. 
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4 
This test is to determine -- 


The present test is for determination of traits 
needs, for the purpose of setting up a model program. 
Not to intend to serve all children with language 
difficulties. 

THe COURT: Was an Aspira test given in Hebrew 
day schools, where they have language problems? 

MR. CECERE: My understanding is th . there 
are two elements, an English element and a Spanish 
element. 

I don't know how the Spanish could help the 
Hebrew school children. 

MR. KIMERLING: I am from the Puerto Rican 
Legal Defense Fund and it is here clearly from the 
instruction that the language assessment battery, 
there would go all of the children of a language 
difficulty or it is included for Hispanics to be 
tested. 

Mr. Cecere is correct, this would be a follow- 
up test, this Spanish, but, we are proposing, at this 
time, that the English lanquage test be given in the 
parochial schools. 

I didn't file who has lanquage needs. 

THE COURT: How expensive the test to give? 


MR. KIMERLING: It's given by e home room 
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teacher, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Why can't you give an examination 
like the City? 

MS. CARROLL: The reason we object to the test, 
is that we feel that the test we have given adequately 
demonstrates the needs for the purpose of the title 7 
grant. 

If it would cancel future Title 7 grants that 
means consideration, but it would seem that the 
present test is adequate for the Title 7. 

That is not a program where every child and 
every Hebrew day school or Catholic or public school, 
would be receiving services. It's just a test to 
determine needs and to serve as a basis for setting 
up a model program, and I believe that the test is 
adequate for that purpose and to require an entire new 
testing at this point and to impose that botn in 


public and non-public schools, ! think is an 


unnecessary burden since the tes<ing now is sufficien 


for that Title 7 grant. 
THE COURT: Well, there is a claim of 
discrimination within the district. 
All right, I will order that the test be given 
Is there time for the test to be given now? 
MS. CARROLL: Yes, it doesn't take too long to 


administer the test. 
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THE CUURT: All right, administer the tests. 

Now, what else? 

MS. CARROLL: I would suggest, at this time, 
that the test could be given in the next week and a 
half. 

THE COURT: Well, I don't know. I will let you 
take care of that. 

MR. BEZOZA: I am proposing we adjourn the 
summary judgment. 

MS. CARROLL: I request that we do not, 


specifically because of the Title 7 being changed in 


this case. We are not going to give a new test for 

that grant, 8o there is no need to postpone the 

motion since all of the papers are in on that motion. 
THE COURT: Well, another month or two. 


MR. BEZOZA: We don't want to postpone the 


administration of this test. We expect it will go 


forth quickly. 
THE COURT: I don't gee any reason why not. 
MS. CARROLL: Also these may be,.a question -~ 
I haven't looked into the E.S.E.A. as to who 
has to fund the administration of this test. 
THE COURT: Why should it costany money? 
MS. CARROLL: There is money in terms of 


takinog--- 


JA 528 
9 
MR. CECERE: Also, your Honor, the central 


board of education printed a number of testing systems 
in order to give this test -- 

THE COURT: If you have any problem, come back 
here. If you want to do it, if it can be done. 

If you don't have the test or if it is going to 
be expensive. But, at this moment, it doesn't seem 
like a big deal. 

MR. BEZOZA: Your Honor, with respect to the 
motion to enforce the August 26th -- 

This order, the original claim filed, that is 
also returnable today, Miss Carroll called me today, 
April 9, and she had told me that she had no papers. 

THE COURT: You have no papers? 

MS. CARROLL: No. 

THE COURT: All right, we will postpone the 
motion. 

MR. BEZOZA: We would like to know when so we 
don't receive papers the dav of the motion. We would 
like to make it on the 22nd, this month. It was on 
for April 18th, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Could you make it on the 22nd? 

MS. CARROLL: Yes, I believe so. 

MR. REZOZA: And we would like their papers by 


next Friday, to have ample time. 
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MS. CARROLL: No, I know that 7 have several 
motions that I have to do. 


I have an i. unction that I hage to answer to 


Wednesday. 


THE COURT: When you get the papers in? 


MS. CARROLL: By Tuesday or Thursday of next 


BEZOZA: That would be the 20h. 
COURT: Could you get them in by the 19th? 
- CARROLL: Yes. 
COURT: And, deliver them to him fer noon 
than five? 
MS. CARROLL: Yes. 
THE COURT: All right, what else? 
MR. BEZOZA: That's it for now. 
Except, why don't we come back on May 22nd, and 
consider the summary judament? 
THE COURT: All riqht, do you want to get out 


on behalf of the Government? 


MR. HYMAN: Yes. 

THE COURT: Well, I looked at the Government 
paper and I don't understand why the Government is in 
this thing. 

MR. BEZOZA: Well, the Government determined 


assessments. 
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In determining the parochial -- the grants 


11 


that is consistent with their educational needs. 
This original arant, yesterday, serviced 1,000 
parochial children and that is why we filed to the 
Government to make a financial decision, who is to 
participate in parochial education. 

The number of participating children isa 
governmental decision in the end. It doesn't go to 
them to decide such a merit of this case. 

THE COURT: I will reserve decision on that 


until we see what the test scores come up with. 


(continuea next page) 
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THE COURT: 


of what ali of this will show, because these tests 


will probably be g 


schools, even if the whole school poard does try to do 


the best it can. 


It has limited control over the parochial 


schools and we have a problem in this area. 


MR. 


it came up 


The 1975 and 1976 grant application hasn't been 


the subject of Plaintiff's complaint. 


HYMAN : 


THE COURT: 


ahead and process it. 


There is no reason why the district should lose 


any money. 


There 


the reqular way. 


The plaintiff hasn't come forward with anythinc 
that I know to indicate that the application 4s invalid. 

Just go ahead and process it. 

MR. CECERE: Your Honor, st = may just ask 
that the administration of a test, does the Court say 


-aat the accuracy of the 1974 and the 1975 grant -- 


THE COURT: 


Bh 3 


it is a 


iven different ways in different 
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I must say, I am a little skeptical 


I have one problem. I don't know i 


The federal government should go 


is no reason to stop the process in 


Let's see what they come up with. 


relatively minor discrepancy, D 


~ 


20 


hundred ratio and you are presently using a fifty 
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it is without lanquage discrepancy, showing one for a 


ratio, then we have a problem. 
Let's see what happens. 

MS. CARROLL: Your Honor, with respect to the 
1974 and the 1975 --~ 

THE COURT: 1974 and 1975, for all practical 
purposes, is over. 

MS. CARROLL: With resnect to next year's 
grant application. 

The application includes P.S. 19 as well as 
other schools that are highly Spanish in population an 
it was my understanding, although the court entertaine 
the motion to supplement the claim that the interest 
of the Court was more in terms of working cut a 
reasonable arrangement for next year's title 7 grant 
application. 

THE COURT: I think, myself, that that is what 
we should be working on. 

That is the point, we want to get as much seinen 
out of the federal government as possible and to 
divide it fairly. 

If you are going to destroy getting money out 
of the federal government, then nobody will get 


anything. 
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MS. VERGATA: Your Fonor, we think this distric 


is one of the districts in the country that is in the 
most need of money under Title 7. 

It is obviously a bilingual city in both 
public and parochial schools. We want to determine 
the accuracy of this test. 

We want to determine the accuracy of this test 
to see what the needs are. But, we are also 
interested in getting money for this district, as muc 
as possible. 

THE COURT: Well, I don't understand bureaucracy} 
and the members of the school board and you couldn't 
work together. 

I have been shocke’ by this whole case. 
Everybody seems to be at everybody else's throat inste@a 


of helping. 


MR. BEZOZA: I think we are the only place in 


the entire country servina such a great number of 
parochial schools and public schools. 
MS. CARROLL: For -- 


THE COURT: That doesn't seem to be the face 


MR. BEZOZA: But, when you go about and take 
surveys -- 


THE COURT: What is happening in the local 
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school board, have you been able to change the ratio 
of Spanish people? 

MS. VERGATA: Well -- 

MS. CARROLL: There is two on the board now. 

THE COURT: We're talking more practically now. 

I am going to get involved in local politics. 
The truth of the matter is that the Spanish population 
was offered another school and they tur i it down 
for their own reasons and I don't criticize them. 

There was something that we coul. ave done. 

Now, if the local people whose children are 
involved in this are not interested enough to go out 
and vote there is very little the Court can do about 
it. 

MR. BEZOZA: Judge, would you like to submit 
theorder as an expert? 

THE COURT: You ordered, why aon't you submit 
it? 

Can the corporation counsel and the other 
parties reach an agreement? 

MR. BEZOZA: We will try. 

THE COURT: When everybody gets together and 
works together we will be able to do something. 
There is limited money involved. There is no expense 
waiting in giving the test. 


Thank you very much. 


a *¢ 


e « 
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| 
PARENTS’ COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC 


|SCHOOL 19, et. al., : 
APFIDAVIT IN OPPOSITION 


| Plaintiffs, : TO REQUEST TO ADMINISTER. 
| ASPIRA L.A.B. TEST IN ; 
|| COMMUNI TY SCHOOL BOARD OF 3 NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
|COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

NO. 14 OF THE CITY OF NEW 3 74 Civ. FES 

" htana and (JBW) 


| TERREL H. BELL, etc. 


“State of New York ) 
‘. :88.: 
,; County of New York ) 


Michael S. Cecere, being duly sworn, depose; and 


‘says: 
FIRST: I am an Assistant Corporation Counsel in 


‘the office of W. Bernard Richland, Corporation Counsel, 


attorney for defendants, and am familiar with the facts and 


circumstances herein. 

SECOND: I submit this affidavit in opposition to 
plaintiffs’ request that the Aspira Language Assessment 
Battery (L.A.B.) be administered by the defendants in the 
non-public schools in District 14. 

THIRD: The Supplemental Complaint in this action 
purports to challenge the validity of the 1974-75 Title VII 
grant for District 14. The fifth and final year of that 
‘eeune terminates as of ‘une 30, 1975. Any issues that may 
have been raised in the supplemental complaint with respect 


i 


|'to the 1974-75 grant are, for all practical purposes, moot. 


f FOURTH: There is thu no theoretical or practical 
||purpose in ordering the administration of the L.A.B. in so 


| 


lear as the 1974-75 grant is concerned. 
{ 


SS 
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FIFTH: In any event, administration of the L.A.B. 
‘in the non-pubiic schools by the Board of Education in an 
attempt to validite needs assessment figures which were 
generated over 11/2 years ago fox the 1974-75 grant is a 
futile exercise. 

SIXTH: The children to be tested are different 
from those who were tested 11/2 years ago. These children 
have been receiving Title I, Title III, Title VII and tax 
levy assistance and services during this period. It is 
reasonable to expect that their ability to take such a test 
will have changed over this period of time. 

SEVENTH: In addition, the identities of the 
children to be testea are different «.om those of 11/2 years 
ago in many instances. The rate of pupil mobility for 
students in the schools throughout District 14 is among the 
highest in the City. For instance, in P.S. 19 as of 
February, 1975, only 378 of the children in grade 5 started 
in kinder, rten at that school. ‘The rate exceeds 50% 
districtwide. 

EIGHTH: It would thus be invalid to compare the 
results of the proposed L.A.8. administration with language 
ability figures generated over 11/2 years ago since the 
respective results will have been compiled afte. testing 
significantly different target populations. 

NINTH: It is undisputed that the needs assessment 

- figures generated for the 1974-75 Title VII grant were 


, compiled after the administration of a language ability test 


, which employed °.milar techniques in both the public and 


| non-public schools. See the affidavits of Sister Filippa 


) Anne Luciano, Rabbi Albert Friedman, Rabbi Naftali H. 


| 
| 


Frankel, and Norman Spiegel submitted in support of municipal 


‘ 


JA 537 
Gefendants' motion for summary judgment. The criteria 


employed to determine pupil eligibility in both the pur.ic 
and non-public s ‘hools are those set forth ip the federal 
eagulation for Title VII. 

TENTH: There has been absolutely no showing that 
the test administered at that time was in any way an invalid 
predicter or measure of language handicaps. Plaintiffs have 
demonstrated to the Court nothing more than “suspicions” 
concerning the reliability of that deta. 

ELEVENTH: Absent such a showing, the Court should 
not order ths administration of the L.A.B. particularly when 
the cost and d.‘* .culty of such an administration would be 
extremely burdensome to the munivipal defendants. See the 
affidavit of Dr. Anthony Polemini submitted herewith f.: a 
detailed discussion of the cost and difficulties invoived. 

TWELFTH: The administration of the L.A.B. is not 
required anywhere in Title VII nor in the federal regulations 
promulgated thereunder, in order to determine pupil 
el] j;ibility. In fact, absent a showing that an invalid 
instrument was employed ~o arrive at a needs assessment, the 
Office of Education of H.E.W. places no requirements or 
restrictions on the kind of instrument or procedure that may 
be so employed. 

THIRTEENTH: The administration of the L.A.B. in 
connection with a Title VII application is therefore neither 
required nor warranted and plaintiffs' request should thu 
be denied. 

FOURTEENTH: It is also beyond cavil that the 
1975-76 Title VII application for District 14 is not before 


the court in this action. Thus, any order directing the 


administretion of the L.A.B. for any reason whatsoever in 
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| connection with that application would be beyond the Court's 
| jurisdiction. 


FIFTEENTH: On April 18, 1975, the plaintiffs made 


the schools throughout District 14. The Court reject.« that 


: similar request for the administration of the L.A.B. in 


request. Similarly, the Court should reject plaintiffs' 
linstant request since it is already the law of the case. 

SIXTEENTH: If the Court were to order administra- 
tion of the L.A.B. at this time, such an order would be a 
preliminary mandatory injunction, despite plaintiffs’ thinty 

| veiled attempt to couch it in terms of a discovery order. 

SEVENTEENTH: Defendants would thereby be required 
at great burden and expense tc materially and irreparably 
change their pcs. ion and administer a testing instrument, 
the results of which would be irrelevant to any issue that 
may still be before the Court, and which is not required 
anywhere in Title VII or in the regulation promulgated 
thereunder. 

EIGHTEENTH: An order directing administration of 
the Aspira L.A.B. in the non-public schools would far exceed 
permissible parameters for discovery procedures under the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Such an order would not 
call for the production of any documents or records in the 
possession of defendants, but would require the defendants 
to administer a complex testing instrument, perform services 
and make calculations for the plaintiffs, at great burden 
and expense, which the Court has no jurisdiction to require 
defendants to do. 

NINETEENTH: Defendants would be irreparably harmed 


thereby, since among other things, they would have no hope 
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TWENTIETH: Such an order would, in effect, con- 
titute a preadjudication of the issue presented by the 
upplemental complaint. There has been no finding of 

liability with respect to the supplemental complaint. On 


other hand, defendants will be compelled to substantiate 


| d support their position with respect to the 1974-75 
} 


itle VII needs assessment figures for the non-public schools 
hrough the administration of L.A.B. 
TWENTY-FIRST: Plaintiffs have offered no facts to 
ontrovert the needs assessment figures for the non-public 
a and it is on the basis of mere “suspicion” that 
Te would be compelled to under take this onerous 
Be 
TWENTY-SECOND: The results of administration of 
he Aspira L.A.B. would be of little or no relevancy to the 
ssue presented by the supplemental complaint. As the Court 
as noted, the 1974-75 Title VII granted is for ail practical 
urposes moot, and the target population that would be tested 
ow will be significantly different from t!.e population 
ested 11/2 years ago, rendering comparison thereof invalid. 
TWENTY-THIRD: In view of the lack of relevancy 
oupled with the onerous burden and expense of complying with 
n order directing administration of the Aspira L.A.B. in 
e@ non-public schools, plaintiffs' request should be denied. 
TWENTY-FOURTH: Finally, it is important to note 
hat of the entire 1974-75 Title VII grant, only approximately 


40,000 remains unexpended. It is apparent from Dr. Polemini's 
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taffidavit that administration of the L.A.B. in the non-public 
schools would exceed that figure. The absurdity of compelling 
such administration at this time should be manifest. 


TWENTY-FIFTH: Plaintiffs' request should be denied 


ee ae, 


2m all respects. 


Sworn to before me this 
/ @day of May, 1975. 


| 


Commission Expires March 30, 1976 


Affidavit of Anthony J. Polemeni 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS' COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 19, 
et al. 
Plaintiffs, 


AFFIDAVIT 


- against - 


COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF DISTRICT 14 
OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, et al. 


Defendants 


State of New York 
County of Kings 


Anthony J. Polemeni, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

I am Director of the Office of Educational 
Evaluation of the Board of Education of the City of New York. 

This affidavit is submitted in order to appraise 
the Court of the immense amount of staff time and the large dollar 
cost to the taxpayers which would be entailed were the Court to direct 
us or Community School Board 14's staff to administer the LAB to all 
students in the non-public schools located in mnunity School District 
14. 

The printing, administering, and scoring of the 
test for the estimated 20,000 non-public school children of District 
14 would entail an expense in excess of $116,000. 

4. Given our lack of information as to grade 
enrollments in each non-public school of the District, the enrollments 
by grade have been estimated. Since the cost of administering and 
scoring the test is higher for the Level I test (Grades K-2) than for 
the Level II (grades 3-6) or Level III (grades 7-12) tests, the actual 
cost of this project could be higher or lower than the estimated 
$116,000, depending on the extent to which the pupils in grades K-2 


exceed vir estimated one-third of the non-public school enrollment. 
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5. The estimate of $116,000 has been computed on the 


following methodology: 


The cost figures we have generated for the use of the LAB in the non- 


public schools in District 14 are broken down according to printing, 


distribution, administration of the test, answer sheets, hand scoring, 
and scoring keys. 
a. Printing: 
Three levels of tests for 20,000 $7,000 - $10,000 
(It is estimated that 100,000 tests cost $20,000; thus 1/5 the amount 
is equal to $4,000. However, because we are printing fewer tests, 
the costs are escalated. ; . 50 per child 
Distribution to 
$16.50/school for delivery $ 
labor for fulfillmen 
pick-up 5 595.00 
S 1840.00 
§ .09/child 
Administering the Tests: 
These costs are calculated on the basis of S60/day f¢ a substitute 
t acher. 


Level I - 30 minutes/child (individual) 
1 teacher assess approximately 10 children/day or $6/child 


Level II and Level III 
Test l 40 min. ) 
Tert 2 
Test 3 


25 min. ) group 
4O min. ) 


1 teacher can administer tests 2 classes/day with 
35 children/class .86/child 


Test 4 10 min. (individual) 
1 teacher can assess approximately 25 children/day or 2.40/child _ 
Total Level I. and Level III $3.26/child 


d. Answer Sheets: 


Each child needs 3 answer sheets - total number 60,000 
approximately $1,000 or $ .05/child 


e. Scoring Keys: 


It is estimated that one answer key will be used for each 33 children 
at $ .10/key. We would need 600 keys for 20,000 children 


approximately $60.00 or $.003/child 
f. Hand Scoring: 


The tests cannot be electronically scored at OEE because the optical 
scanning machines are being used to score city-wide tests. 


It is estimated that each child's test battery can be scored by 
teacher in five minutes. Thus, can score 12 children/hour or 60 
children/day 

total cost $1.00/child 


TOTALS: 


Total cost per child (Level I) $7.643/child 
Total cost per child (Levels II and IIT) 4.903/child 


Assuming that there are equal numbrs of children at each level of 
the test (6,666 at each of Levels I, II, and III), the total cost for 
each level is as follows: 

Level 1 (6,666 X $7.643/child) 

Level II (6,666 X $4.903/child) = 32,683.98 


Level III ( 6,666 X $4.903/child) 32,683.98 
$116,316.20 


If more complete figures of grade enrollments 
become available, a more accurate estimate can be made, using the 
working cost figure of $7.643/child for pupils on Level I (grades K-2) 
and $4.903 for pupils on Levels II and III (grades 3-12). 

In projecting these costs, no mention has been 
made of the severe disruption of the educational system which would 


be caused in order to provide sufficient personnel to perform this 


massive job in the non-public schools. In order to provide personnel, 


either substitute teachers would have to be hired or if regular 
teachers were used, substitute teachers would have to be hired to 


cover the classes normally tught by them. 
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8. The current processing of the LAB test required 


under the Consent Decree in Aspira of New York, et al. v. Board of 


Education, et al., has already placed a large burden on the resources 
and personnel of the Board of Education and community school districts. 
To add a new and unexpected requirement that an additional 20,000 
pupils located in non-public schools be tested at this time would 


add to that burden. 
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THE CLERK: Parents Committee of P.S8. 19 et al. 


Vv. The Commu ity School Board District #14, City of 
New York. 

MR. CECERE: I am sorry to come back today but 
as you suggested we went to the Board of Education to 


determine after the decision what the potential cost 


would be concerning the administration of the test, the 


lab in the non-public schools, and I submitted an 
affidavit from Dr. Palimento who indicated that if we 
were to administer English vortions, that would be in 
excess of $116,000. He itemizes the basis for that 
cost, indicating printing additional tests, personal 
scoring. TI think he gives a very detailed account of 
costs per child for administration of that test, and 
in view of that, and in view of the additional 
argument I have made in the affidavit that I have 
submitted this morning, I would respectfully urge that 
the Court reconsider its decision, and if Y might, just 
for the record go over some of the argumerts that I 
also made in ny affidavit. 

The supplemental complaint dealing with the 1974 
75 July qrant, and that grant expires -- the last and 
final year of that grant expires the end of June of thi 
year. So it seers to me for all practical purposes, 


the challenge with respect to that grant must be 
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considered. In view of that, it seems tO me an onerous 


burden to place on the defendant to spend that kind of 


money in the light of the stage to which the proceeding 


has progressed. 

Additionally, if the tests were administered at 
the tine and the results compared with the original 
needs assessment ficures fer that application we would 
be comparing figures generated at least a year and half 
apart. I's reasonable to assume that the children who 
have been servinu, among other thines, Title 7 services 
over this period of time will have changed in their 
language abilities and perhaps in their abilities to 
take such a 

Additionally, there is a problem of pupil 
mobility in the public schools in that district. It 
exceeds \‘i.ty per cent. While it's lower in the public 
schools for part of the pomulation, we'll be comparing, 
we'll he comparing different children. 

T also would comment that the test that was 
originzlly given tor that '7-i\-75 Title 7 grant, 
according to the effidavit taat we have supplied to the 
Court, affidavit fro: nor-n-vlic school authorities, 
that test cimployed similar Lest in the non-public 
schools as it ‘id in the public schools. There has 


been no shewiny ‘yr the plaintiffs, and as a matter of 
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fact, there has been only suspicions voiced by then. 


There is no showing that that test wasan invalid test 
and instrument, and my understanding of the reading of 
Title 7 regulation, to promulgate firstly the lab 
instrument is not required for Title 7 applications, 
and in fact so long as there isn't a showing in testing 
instruments that HFEW qives pretty much free rein. On 
April 1£ a very similar request was made by the 
plaintiffs and at that tine it was rejected by the 
Court. 

And finally, if I might, your Honor, comment 
upon the nature of the order, if the Court were indeed 
to enter it. It would seem to me since it is tied to 
the supplemental complaint, and since there has been 
no finding of liability with respect to that 
supplemental complaint, that an order of that nature, 
at this time would amount to a preliminary injunction 
because we would be compelled to change our position 
at a cost in excess of $150,000 figures that we have 
no hore of recouping; and in fact, figures that would 
exceed the zmount in that title 7 grant; and in view 


of that I would respectfully -- 


THE COURT: Where would your $116,000 come from?s 


MR. CECERE: He details it. 


THE COURT: Where would you get the money? 


t 


on 


23 


24 | 


25 
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MR. CECERE: From the Board of Education's 


budget. It couldn't come out of Title  jyrant. It's 
not enough funds to cover that expense. According tc ’ 
the order that plaintiffs have submitted, they want not 
only the English version in the Catholic schools but 
the Spanish version, and that would increase the 
$116,000 cost figure even further. That figure is 
based upon just the English-language versions of the 
test. 

THE COURT: Anything further? 

MR. CECERE: No, 

MR. KIMBERLY: We asked Mr. Cecere to have 
Dr. Palimento here this morning so we could go through 
his affidavit with him. He indicated that he would 
only do so if the Court ordered him to do so. I think 
he's down at 110 Livingston St. He could be here ina 
matter of minutes. I don't know if we necessarily need 
him. T think it would be yocd for him to be here to 
explain some of the figures that he used, 

THE COURT: If you don't nocessarily need him, 
I am not going to order h_in to come in. He has other 
things to do. 

MR. KIMBERLY: Let me Driefly reply. 


Dr. Palimento's affidavit, as the Court probably 


received this late Friday night; I got it 4:30 Priday. 
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MR. CECERE: I apologize for that. 
Mi: KIMBERLY: Is there a blackboard I could usd, 
your Honor? I think it would be helpful. 

I think Dr. Palimento was misinformed about the 
nature of what was taking place here. For example, we 
start with this figure of 50,500 students. The total 
combined fisnre the defendants have alleged are in 
parochial schools, i3 anproximately 18,000, that's 
11,0900 students in the Hehrew day schools and 70,000 
students in the Catholic parochial schools. Right away 
we are ahout 52,000 off. 

Secondly, looking at paragraph 4, Dr. Palimento 
divides the test, it is given in three levels. Is he 
indicates, level 1, K through 2, level 2, is 3 to 6, 
and level 3, 7 through 12, but he numerically divides 
this. Those three groups, level 3 would be given to 
three more grades than the other two tests but even if 
we divide it equally to 6,000 a test, what we are 
looking here for is comparability between the parochial 
schools and the public schools to see whether it's in 
proportio: to the delivery of services. It's no 
necessity to give this test to anybody from ° to 12 
because the fiqures for the children in public schools 
only go up to the ninth grade. The te: th grade is 


handled by the central administrarion, so we could divi 


_ 
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there in half and it makes it about 3,000 children. 


Secondly, we are talking again about children 


from K to 9, the 18,000 pupit figure is based upon 


children attending all the way up from nursery school 
to twelfth grade, and this is Dr. Frankel's affidavit 
showing the enrollment of the children in the Hebrew 
day school that are obtaining this. So that somewhere 
in this 18,000 figure there is a number of pre-K and 
nursery school children, and I wouldn't even hazard a 
guess, but I would assume that it could be as large as 
3,000 children. So we can take 3,000 off this one. 

In any event, as we go down through the cost 
analysis, it's clear that this affidavit was solely 
submitted for the purpose of interfering in dilatory 
tactics because it has no basis in fact. Dr. Pal‘mento 
who prepared this test knows that it's a test that 
is re-usable. In other words, the test booklet doesn't 
get marked, answei sheec, so the printing costs are 
none because they had already administered these tests 
to the whole city school system, and all those tests 
are not available for the parochial school students. 


THE COURT: But the answer sheet would have to 


MR. KIMBERLY: Right; but there is no cost for 


the printing. 
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Now, we are talking ahout distribution, Again, 


Dr. Palimento who acministered this test provided that 


the distribution could be handled at a central location|, 
that's how they handled it in the public school 
situation. They brought it to the District Office in 
the schools when they came in to be introduced to the 
test, the principals, they are picked up there, 

supply of tests. There is no distribution cost 

because they can simely go over to the district head~- 
quarters «nc. pick them up. 

The third level, of course, here, and here's 
the central error in the whole summation of cost, is 
the administration of the examination. The way it's 
done simply, the hore room teacher administers the 
test the way -- 

THE COURT: How long does it take? 

MR. KIMDERLY: Again, these figures are not 
accurate, 


THE COURT: have a cor of the test? 


This is the level 2 and level 3, 
Palimento in his instructions -- 
“INBPRLY: Were is Dr. Palimento's 
instructions. 


MS. VERGATA: Says twenty-five minutes is ready 
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for the first level and approximately twenty minutes 


for the second and third level. 

THE COURT: Well, he should know better than I. 
How can a home room teacher do it? 

MR. KIMBERLY: They did it in the public school 
They provided a day for testing the children, and this 
is a test, at least, that can be administered by 
para-professionals as well. So that the test can be 
conducted for levels 2 and 3 which are basically 
written evaminations in the morning and the teachers 
could grade in the afternoon, and that's the way it 
was done in the public schools, but in any event, 
the public school system will bear no cost in this. 
It's a question for the parochial schools and they 
are not here today. 

THE COURT: I prefer to have the teachers 
teach instead of giving the test. 

MR. KIMBERLY: They might but they are not here 
to state that, and they have been on this -- on notice 
ror over a week that this would take place. The 
benefits as I must point out from this lab test are 
singular in nature. This is probably the first 
examination that has becn prepared profesionally to 
identify the language skills of children. It's a 


diagnostic test which breaks down the language skills 


between speaking, reading. 

THE COURT: What was the test that they were 
given, the parochial kids? 

MR. KIMBERLY: This was the examination that 
was used for District 14. It was two pictures and the 
same -- and a question sheet that also goes with them. 
It's not clear whether the children read it or the 


teacher administers it orally. Those were the 


questions; and obviously an examination of that type 


is limited to no values, completely significant in 
nature; while the lab was put together with two teams 
of consultants. I understand that almost a half- 
million dollars was spent in the production of this tes 
to make the objective, so that the scoring would not 
be in a subjective way, which you could diagnose the 
language needs of the child, s> the benefits that 
would qo to the parochial schools are manifold. Now, 
they can identify for each child who took the test 
exactly his language needs and rot only that, they 
could: identity his needs between reading and speaking, 
and comprehending as well as speech, which I think is 
a benefit that in no way could they get from the test 
that was prenared by Mr. Spieccl in District 14. 

THE COURT: Now, these lah tests were given 


under the decree. 


MR. KIMBERLY: Yes. 

THE COURT: How many of them were given in 
District 14? 

MR. KIMPERLY: TI think the figure -- 

. MS. VERGATA: The tests were to be given to all 
Spanish surnames, all Spanish-speaking children and all 
students who were other than English. 

THE COURT: Not in the parochial schools. 

MR. KIMBERLY: Not in the parochial schools. 

MS. VERGATA: This picture test was not given 
to anyone but sixteen per cent of the public school 
children. It was given to the overall majority. Nor 
was it given to any Hebrew day care children. 

I would also like to point out that we 
mentioned -- we really don't know why we are here -- 
we mentioned at the last hearing that the test could be 
given by the home room teachers and it was in the publi 
schools. He did not comment on this at all. He has 
not since then commented on the fact that the test 
could be given by the home room teachers afr it was in 
the public schools. This is the burden that the 
defendant had created, it coes not exist. 

MR. KIMBERLY: In any event, the administration 


of this test is not a burden on the City, not a burden 


on the district with the possible exception of their 
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giving an introductory lecture to the separate principals 


so that they could bring it back to their teachers and 


provide them with instructions cn how the test is to be 


used; #0 the big chunk of the money that comes in here 
is zero again. 

As your Honor pointed out, the answer sheet 
cannot be re-used. One of the things that Dr. Palimen 
could tell us is how many extra answer sheets are still 
available in the central board. I am certainly sure 
in printing this up they may for a number of extra 


answer sheets -- that could be used in the parochial 


schools, but even putting that aside, the answer 
sheets could be very simply either offset or mimeo- 
graphed at a very minimum cost to everyone, since we 


are talking now in the range of about 12,000 copies. 


(continued next page) 
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THE COURT: Now, this would be used in your 


evaluation of next year's appropriations. 

MR. KIMBERLY: It would demonstrate once and fo 
all the amount of children in parochial schools and th 
amount of children in the public schools that are in 
the eligible class for Title 7 funds. 

THE COURT: It's not going to have anything to 
do with this year's appropriation. This is for next 
year's applicaticans. 

AR. FIMPESLY: Well, I think Mr. Cecere says it 
would have little probative value, but I believe it 
would have some -robative value for 1974-75. I think 
it’s moct for the purposes of declaratory judgment. I 
mean for tne purposes of injunction, but because of th 
repetition here that we have seen, declaratory judgmen 
might still be appropriate, and certainly as to the 
new exams this would be a i.asis for the new Title 7 
program. This would be a basis for evaluating that 
program te see whether or not it conforms with the 
federal regulations. 

THE COURT: What is the situation? I haven't 
been clear on that with respect to the new application. 
If you are atic tc cemonstrate that the parochial 
schools are getting toc much money they will just 


Geduct that, they won't give your people any more mone 
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MR. BEZOZA: That's not true. 15 


THE COURT: That's what's disturbing about this 
whole thing. We have no indication that it will do 
anything but reduce the amount of money to the district 


MR. KIMBERLY: It's not absolutely clear, your 


THE COURT: Well, that's why I'm so disturbed 
about this case. It seems to me that I have a distinct 
suspicion ali you'il be doing is taking money away 
from the parochial schoois without giving it to the 
public scheols. If that's the case, what is the point 
of all this? 

MS. VERCATA: The district can amend its needs. 

THE COURT: But the need assessment will be 
reduced and they will get less money. 

MS. VERGATA: Edwards. 


THE COURT: But you are not here to help the 


parochial schools. It seems to me that there is 
nothing that you are doing here that will accomplish 
anythirg useful. That's why I've been concerned about 
the case for some tine. 

MR. BEZOZA: First off, the public schools 
component can be upwards, and an amendment to even 


include a larger amount. 


THE COURT: They haven't asked for more than they 
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1 | need for the public schools. 
2 | MR. BEZCZA: They can service a lot more 
3 | children. | 
4 | THE COURT: If they get more money, they won't 
5 | get more money if they show a reduced need in the 
6 | district. 
7 MR. BEZOZA: They will show a reduced need in 
8 || the perochlal schoois. 
9 THE COURT: Set no increased needs in the publi 
10 || scheols. 
11 || MR. BuZCUA: If we get test results from the 
12 Aspira -- 


THE COURT: but you could boost up your public 


14 | echocl. It seems to me that this is almost a dog in a 
| 

15 | manger suit, nothing is ysing to be accomplished by 

16 | taking money from the parochial schools eee you 

17 | don't have a fixed fund. if you had $100,906 that 

18 || had to be shared I could understand the position, but 

19 | XY still don't understand your position. | 

20 || MR. BEZOZA: 1 wanted to make one further point, 

21 The positicn wouid be clear to the community schocl 

22 board if the Couct were to cule in our favor that they 

23 could not continue this practice of submitting 

24 applicaticois for parcehial school children which is | 

95, | disproportionate to their needs. They will learn. | 
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So orders that they are going to 


have to take into account the needs of the public 


school children and to organize a proper and appropria 


Title 7 project. 

THE COURT: There is no reason to believe they 
haven't. The public school kids have taken this test 
that you want the parochial school kids to take, 
haven't they? 

MR. KIMBERLY: Yes. 

THE COURT: So you have a good indication of 
their needs. 

MR. BEZOZA: We will receive a good indication 
of their needs and we would request the Court to order 
the Aspira test in the parochial schools so we get a 
good indication of their needs. 

THE COURT: You are representing the public 
school children? 

MR. BEZOZA: I don't think for certain that 
we could say that HEW would not permit an upward 
increase in the participation of public schools. 

THE COURT: I would like to have some assurance 
to that because I doubt it. As it now stands the HEW 
representative isn't here, but if the only purpose of 
this is to take money from the parochial schools 


without getting any more money to the public schools, 
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I dowm't understand the point of it. 


MR. BEZOZA: It's our concept of the Title 7 
grant application, that the community school board 
formulate a project, within that project they then 
target the participation of certain children. Clearly 
within that project there can he an amendment to 
participation of the chi Biie 

THE COURT: There is no indication that they 


have underestimated the needs of the public school 


children in language s):ills. In fact, they use the 


very test you want them to use. 


MR. BEZOZA: We don't have the results of that 


THE COURT: You will have the results. 

MR. BEZOZA: But we can look at the results of 
the tests that were administered for '74-75, and '75- 
76 grant application, and we will see a marked decrease 
in the needs of public school children; and we claim 
this is a subjective test and it will not indicate the 
needs but just to go down through the schools for the 
'74-75. Public School 17 claims 52 per cent of its 
children were Frqlish handicapped for this year; 28 
per cent in 19 -- they claim 62 per cent for the '74- 
75 grant. This year they claim 22 per cent for '74-75. 

THE COURT: What are these new figures going to 


do to help your map? 


tw 
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MR. BEZOZA: They will show the specific and 


objective needs of the public schools. 

THE COURT: You have that already. The test 
has been administered. 

MR. BEZOZA: “e don‘t have the results. 

THE COURT: ‘ou will get it. The application 
you are making now has nothing to do with that point. 

MR. BEZOZA: It has to do with the parochial 
schools. 

THE COURT: What is the difference about the 
parochial schools, this is coming from the federal 
government and they are .-t -- there is no indication 
that they are going to take money that otherwise would 
have been given to the parochial schools and give it 
to the public schools. 

MR. BEZOZA: Your Honor, if I could just point 
back to the split session, Public School 19 case, 
where you requested that the community school board 
see if they could arrange for further Title 7 funds. 
They wrote a letter to Miss Casey of the Office of 
Education. Mrs. Casey responded that there was no 
additional funds for Title 7. However, if the 
district wished to amend its target population within 
the Title 7 project, that she should submit an 


amendment to the Office of Education andthe Office of 
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Education would consider it. We think that a result 
in this case could be similar to that, an amendment 
can be made by the school board officials that the 
Office of Education will consider it; that the 
possibility that there will be an increase in t 
public school participation, and according to the 
decrease in the parochial school perticipation, we 
think that that is a real probability. 


THE COURT: I really don't see it. I do 


understand that you have a political proble. in the 


district, but I don't see how this court is going to 


get involved in that. You haven't been able to get 


enough of your Spanish people elected to the board. 


MR. BEZOZA: That's not our purpose to run the 
community school board district. We feel the Court 
has a power to order the community school board not to 
continue the practice that they have continued of 
targeting parochial school children disproportionate 
to their needs and much greater than public school 
children. This situation is going to come up year af 


year. Let's put aside ‘75-76, which we don't want to 


put aside. 


THE COURT: When is the next test going to be 


administered? 


MR. CECERE: You are referring to the lab? 
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MR. CECERE: The Spanish language version I am 
not quite sure. They have not finished the scoring in 
the Englisi: language version of the test. It's being 
completed now. 

THE COURT: It hasn't been yet? 

MR. CECERE: I believe the administration has 
beea but not the scoring, the tally. 

MS. VERCATA: There is another point that I 
would like to make. The federal regulat. ons themselve 
yoke together the public school needs and the parochia 
school needs. They require that they be served to th? 
same extent, and what we are arguing is legally, how 
can you serve -- how can you serve a different 
population to the same extent? 

THE COURT: You are representing the people in 
the public schools. There is no indication that -- an 
~ must say, I am not convinced that anything that's 


been said with respect to a revision of the program 


will give what’s going to the parochial schools to the 


public schools. 

MR. KIMBERLY: 1 think that we really are 
talking about one pot of goid and the division of that 
pot of gold in District 14 depends upon these figures. 


THE COURT: How much of it is going to the 
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public and how much to the parochial scheols under 
the proposal for '75-76? 

WR. BEZOZA: 881 parechial school children and 
approximate iy 680 public school children. 

MR. CECERE: On the dollar basis it's ere to 

equal amount. 
MR. BEZOZA: We haven't seen those children. 

MR. CECERE: I can represent to the Court that 
the dollar basis will be one to one. 

THE COURT: What is the ratio of parochial 
school children in the district in terms of eligibilit 
What is it? 

MR. BEZOZA: 26,000 children are enrolled in 
K through 9 in Community District School 14. With 
these figures, K through 9, we are down to 12,000 
parochial school children plus one other factor and 
that is that from Rabbi Frankel's application submitted 
last t.me, it was approximately 4,000 of the chilidven 
counted in the Hebrew day school needing to go to 


school outside of the jurisdictional boundaries of 


District 14. If we are not tr include them that would 


be «-- 


THE COURT: Would these children be taking the 


MR. KIMBERLY: We don't think it would be 


JA 507 


23 
necessary. 
» 


MR. BEZOZA: If we could take it ene step 
further, we are down to 8,000. 

THE COURT: They might think otherwise. 

MR. BEZOZA: They can reduce their cost by nt. 

TEE COURT: You would be reducing the number of 
parechial schools to make eligible -—- 

MR. KIMBERLY: £ think regulations require it. 

THE COURT: Require what? 

MR. KIMBERLY: That the number of parochial 
gchool children for the purposes of the need assess~- 
ment would be those parochial school children whe are 
ftmemns school within the district. The fact that 
they live there and go to parochial schools outside 
the district is not appropriate standards for the 
evaluation of the need assessment. Many of the 
Hebrew day schools are outside of the district alth 

“ Hasidic community is certainly in the district. 

THE COURT: What iz the situation, do you know? 

MR. CECERFE: Based upon the information we 
have gotten from the Hebrew day achools, there is an 
annex of the Beth Israel school, one of the schools 
serviced under the '75 -- '74-75 grant. It was 
formerly located in the district, the buiiding it was 


in was condemned. They are attempting to find another 
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building in the district. These children are bused 
from the district 14 in a flotilla of buses to the 
schools and back to the district. The schools and the 
children have their roots in the district. 

THE COURT: These would be children that would 
be getting something of these federal funds. 

MR. CECERE: They were under '74-75 grants. 
They have been cut out of the '75-"'76 grants. 

THE COURT: Even with them cutting out, you 
still have a one-to-one ratio. 


MR. CECERE: Yes, you Honor, If I may just 


interject just for a moment, concerning the suspicions 


voiced by the plaintiff as to the accuracy, both with 
respect to last year’s grant and with respect to the 
future grant, we met on at lease oneoccasion at the 
offices of the U.S. Attorney's Office to discuss the 
problem, and I indicated to Mr. Bezoza cn that date 
if he could demonstrate to us that the figures 
generated by the district for the '74-75 were invalid, 
were inaccurate that I as a public attorney would do 
my best to see that it was corrected. 

MR. BEZOZA: These are settlement discussions. 

MR. CECERE: All I ask was for concrete 
evidence that the figures were irsccurate and that 
we would do something if that were the case. He has 


not shown us any evidence. 
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MR. KIMBERLY: The purpose of thie motion is 
to show the accuracy of those figures. 

MR. CECERE: He would have the eourt order 
this administration of a test. All I ask for is 
evidence. 

THE COURT: How much is the total that you 
axpect to get from the federal government? 

MR. CECERE: Next year I think the total would 
be $800,000, but I'm not quite certain. 

MR. KIMBERLY: There was a case in Mount Vernon 
involving free lunch, a similar problem; there under 
Title 6 the schools were provided free lunches, those 
schools that had cafeterias. 

THE COURT: That's a different kind of problem. 
There was more money coming in there. This is not 


that kind of a situation. 


Who is paying for Aspira? 


MR. CECERE: Board of Education, 

MR. BEZOZA: If ZI cculd add one further fact on 
the number of children to be administered of this 
test. If we take the 12,000 figure or if we take 
the 8,000 figure of children going to school in the 
district, we then would have to subtract almost 3500 
from that total representing the number of children 


in Catholic day schools who use Spanish surnames or 


® 
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a language other than English, so we have a further 


reduction in the 30,000 figure. 


T HE COURT: Aren't they entitled to assistance? 


MR. BEZOZA: We are talking about the administra 


tion of the test. 

THE COURT: But then the test, even after you 
finish administering it, it will not give you the 
facts that you need with respect to them, 

Mt. BEZOZA: Yes, it would. 

MR. KIMBERLY: These are the three levels, 
Spanish, children with Spanish surnames or children 
whose lanquage is not English; children in parochial 
achools speaking nature's English. 

THE COURT: With language problems. 

MR. KIMBERLY: Without language problems, what 
Mr. Bezoza is suggesting, these 3500, another 4,000 
can alsc be subtracted and we come to 4 total of about 
4.4590 in all that would have to be given the LAB's, 
As we were going down the costs here again, Dr. 
Palimento includes cost of the scoring sheet, but 
again these scoring sheets are transferrable as the 
examination booklet and reusable, and thers would be 
no cost again for the scoring sheets. 

THF COURT: Did you know in advance that these 


tests were going to be given in the public schools? 
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MR. KIMBERLY: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: And that the problem existed. 
Why did we make these applications after the test 
was given? 

MR. BEZOZA: The first time we made this appli- 
cation, I believe, was on April 18th. 

THE COURT: And when was it first given? 

MR. BEZOZA: In early May, and we came back on 
May 9th aqain while that test was being administered 
in thepublic schools, requesting the Court, and the 
Court did order that the test be administered in the 
parochial schools. 

MR. KIMBERLY: The scoring sheets again are at 
no cost. In terms of the scoring of the exam, as in 
the administration of the exam, if the teachers or 
the paraprofessionals or any clerk in the parochial 
schools would sit down and hand score them. Similarly, 
there can be machine scores which are quite inexpensive 
so that the scoring of the test is again a sero. 60 
whether we multiply by 20,000 or we multiply by four 
and a half thousand children, multiplying by zero 
comes to zero and the cost of this test to the defendan 
very simply would demonstrate once and for all the 
language needs of the parochial school children are not 


the language needs as alleged by the defendant. 
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MR. CECERE: I have to remark incredulously 
how -- 

THE COURT: I think that their analysis is 
exaggvrated. I must say I also beliewe thet the affi- 
davit of Mr. Palimento, with all due respect, shows a 
rather free use of federal funds. 

MR. CECERE: May I also just respond to a fow 
things that Mr. Kimberly brought up in his refutation 
of Dr. Palimento's affidavit. Initially Mr. Kimberly 
indicated that the original time estimate for administra- 
tion of the test to the children in the schools was 
smaller than what Mr. Palimento alleged in his affi- 
davit. Experience in the schools has shown that that 
particular time estimate is actually underestimated, 
and they have had difficulty in administering the 
test both because of a difficulty on the part ofthe 
teachers in understanding the terms of the scoring. 
That was the reason for the higher estimate here, 
particularly since most of these children are going 
to be involved, would be involved in this new ad- 
ministration, would be involved in it for the first 

time. 

Mr. Kimberly referred to the fact that the 


test can be reusable. These tests are going to be 


repeated to children as they come into the school 
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System for future years, and that's the reason why 
they haven't been rechecked by the Board of E@ucation. 
The nonpublic school authorities are not parties to 
the option, The order wouldn't bind them snd Ir wonder 
whether they could do that. We must assume that we 
are going to bear a cost and this is a legitimate 
inclusion in our estimation. 

Secondly, I must, with all due respect to Mr, 
Kimberly, comment upon his authority ag an educator 
in terms of disputing the validity of the testing 
instrument that was utilized in the Title 7 1974-1975 
needs assessment. The procedures as indicated by 
affidavit utilizing both public and nonpublic schools 
were the same, there were procedures outlined by the 
Board of Education in the instruments that it had 
then been utilizing for testing eligibility of children 
for Title 7. It was used in hoth public and nonpublic 
schools. 

We now have a new tesinc instrument. There is 
no indication, as far as I can see, that new testing 
instruments are required under Title 7, the requla- 
tions promulgated thereunder, or for that matter, by 
the Board of Fducation with respect to participation 
in the Title 7 program. 


THE COURT: Are there any other districts that 
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give this kind of money to the parochial schools? 

MR. BEZOZA: The defendants have responded 
this is the only district that gives on equal amount 
or a greater amount to parochial school children in 
the country; not only in New York City. 

THE COURT: That doesn't answer the question. 
Are there any other districts where parochial schools 
get some of this money? 

MR. CECERE: There are in the southwest. 

MR. BEZOZ?: In New York City there are some 
districts that do vrovide it. 

THE COURT: How do they make the aggregation 
in those districts? 

MR. BEZOZA: Much lower amount to the parochial 
schools. I have gone through the Board of Education's 
resolution approving the amount of funds for the 
Federal Government on Title 7, I speak with a 
certain amount of knowledge. 

MR. CECERE: There may be smaller amounts of 
eligible nonpublic school children in those districts. 

THE COURT: Will the parochial schools cooper- 
ate in giving these tests? Do we have any indication 
on that? 

MR. CECERE: I do not have any indication. I 


might indicate that a preliminary response from one 
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of the Hebrew day schools is that they didn't have 
the personnel. I felt that they had a lot of objec- 
tions to the examination, but our concern is that 
our -- that is the chief reason for my objecting to 
it, particularly in the light of the context there 
has now arisen a mootness of the '74-75 grant, and 
the fact that the 75-76 grant is not the subject of 
the supplemental complaint. 

In view of this context, I just can't -- I 
find it hard to believe that the Court should order 
this test at this time. 

And one more point in terms of when the plain- 
tiffs knew about the administration of the Jab instru- 
ment, that a lab instrument was being devised, by | 
consultation between plaintiff and defendants as 
early as November 1974. It was talked about at that 
time and it was said that that test would be admini- 
stered in early May or late April of 1975. In January 
the plaintiff submitted a supplemental complaint in 
this case bringing in a Title 7 issue. So, “7 at 
least four months the issue was betere the Cot and 
potential administration of that test’ was known to 
the plaintiff and they waited until the eve of ad- 
ministration to request this administration in view 


of their own delay. 
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I would additionally urge that the Court deny 


their motion. 

4S, VERGATA: If I may respond to the delay 
point, The delay has been on the part of the defend- 
ants. we repeatedly tried to get information from 
them as to how they were facing need. They refused 
to answer questions in the interrogatories. Mr. 
Cecere instructed the parochial school principal not 
to answer the question; likewise, the Hebrew day school 
refused to answer ghe questions in the deposition. 

I would also agzi> repeat, when we discussed 
this a week ago, we stated that the test would be 
given by the home room teachers, as it had been in 
the public schools. 

THE COURT: You can't say that. 


S, VPRGATA: The nublic schools were represented 


by an attorney. He hasn't said anything since then: 


any provlem that the parochial schools were having in 
administerina tests that way. It has not been raised 
by them. 

“Mr, CECrPRr: If I may just respond? 

THR COURT: TI would like to find out from them 
what the si’ uation is. I would like to find out from 
the United States reoresentative what impact this is 


going to have, «f any. 
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MR. BEZOZA: The Hebrew day schools were repre- 


sented; the Catholic day schools-- there is a question 
as to who was representing then. 

MR. KIMBERLY: Your Honor, it is the responsi- 
bility of the district to administer Title 7 prograr:, 
whether or not they are in parochial schools. They 
are under the administration of the district office, 
It is the district office who is resvonsible for the 
needsé assessment, 

THE COURT: And can they order parochial school | 
people to administer tests? 

MR. KIMBERLY: Yes, they are. 

THE COURT: Have they done that? 

MR. KIMBERLY: Yes, they have asked them to 
administer this test. It wasn't generated from the 
parochial schools, it was done by Mr. Segal at 
District 14 and given to the parochial schools and 
directed to be administered by the home room teachers, 
This test I'm sure could take as any of the lab 
tests because it has to be individually given. 

THE COURT: Who is the narty to serve this 
on for the parochial schools? 

MR. CHCERE: -I just don't know. We have had 
a Sister Feliciana, she is the Sister of Our Savior 


School. I don't know whether she is an appropriate 
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MS. VERGATA: She was given this test. 

THE COURT: Copy of this order shall be served 
party in charge of each parochial school. 

MR, BEZOZA: You mean each parochial school 


person who has been desiqnated as the coord/- 


2yB COURT: The varachial school. 
2, FIMNBERLY: We don't have all -- 
“AZA+)6Ther: * o's been two people desig- 
nated as ccordinators and you. have those affidavits 
before vou 13159. 

MR, CrCeRe: Accordiny; to our tally, Hebrew 
and Catholic are 47 schools. 

TR COVRT: Is she the person? 

MR, CECTRE: She is the person whom the distric 
dealt with with respect to St. Peter's and Paul ard 
Our Tavior. Those are the schools that participated 
in the last «rant, she and c=nether sister, Sister 
Thomasina. Those were the twc sisters that dealt with 
the district concerning the'74-75 grant. With respect 
to the Mebrew echools, the @istrict dealt with a Rabbi 


Frankel and a Rabbi Friedman, who submitted informatio 


in that kind of thing. Those are the four people, to 


my knowledge, that were dealt with. 


THR COURT: ‘There is an attorney for the Hebrew 
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day school? 


tS 


MR. BFZOZA: Rabbi Frankel wis represented by 


an attorney. 

a! THE COURT: Our problem is, I think each school 
’ might have a different problem. That's the point, 
. they are not real’y parties to this. 
"| MR, BEZOZA: An order served on the Community 
' School Board and directing it to the coordinators, 
. that they dealt with all along. 
” MS. VERGATA: Sister Felicita testified that 
ie she dealt with all the public schools before. 
" YHE COURT: Well, I'll say a copy of this 
” order shall be served on the party in charge of each 
” parochial school or person representing them. You 
" have to take your chances. 
jd MR, KIMBERLY: Served by mail? 

‘ " THE COURT: 1I'11 make it ten days; otherwise 
” they won't have time to respond. 
“ MR. KIMBERLY: Provide for five days and if 
” there is a problem we'll apply for an extension. 
™ THE COURT: I'll take it out, the paragraph 
” saying that there will be two lab coordinators. We'll 
" take out the paragraph marked "ten days." That will 
” be something that they will arrange 
25 


MR. KIMBERLY: And plaintiff indicated that. 


4 


whisti wx the order that has been ente:.d is as a matter 


_ * 
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. you could strike the last paragraph on page «1¢, 
2 : the administration of the Spanish-version language. 
| : . This whole paragraph comes out. 
. MR, KIMBERLY: Just the word both -- the 
. Spanish version, or the Fnglish (indicating). You 
. could do it this way, your Honor. 
’ THE COURT: That's the way I have it. All 
. right, let's see what the response is to that. 
° MR. CECERE: May I just read your endorsement 
ad and then make a request of you? 
| it MR, KIMBERLY: While he's doing that -- on the 
| 12 22nd we had an enforcement hearing of the recent 
18 month's order, which was Thursday of this week. We 
} ” submitted evaluation of Public School 19 by Professor 
15 | Santiago. We plan to bring her if your Honor cares 
16 to hear her :2stimony at that time. 
"7 THE COURT: Is that clear enough, that order? 
a MR. CECERE: Does that mean that they must be 
4 served within that five-day period? 
” THE COURT: ‘They have to be served immediately. 
"| I exoect ser:ice to take place today and tomorrow. 
"| MR, CECFRE: May I respectfully request that 
/ sd the Court crant the order that's entered today? I 
<= : would ask that the Court consider the question of 
25 
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of law a mande’ -ry preliminary injunction, and if 


it has heen p.cperly issued at the stage of ths .-:ion 


er if the order is not a mandatcry preliminary isnjunc- 


tion but rather a discovery order? Does it exceed 

the perimeters of the discovery, in view of the burden 
and expense that the defendants have brought to the 
Court's attention this morning? From the municipal 
offenders' point of view, it's a very difficult 

order, particularly, I have to keep reemphasizing it 
in view »* the gtage that the proceeding has gotten 
to. You have indicated yourself that the '74-75 
grant, for all practica! purposes, is moot. The 

new grant, ‘75-76 grant is not before the “ourt. 

THF COURT: ‘Isn't it before the Court? 

MR. BE7OZA: Yes, 

THE COURT: How is it before the Court? 

MR, BEZOZA: We oricinally had the rae of 
disproportionate -- our statement of fact included 
the '74-5 arant. We clearly did not consider that 
moot. Furthermore, what has happened, there has been 
an involvement of facts. ‘Ne same practice is being 
planned for the '75-76 grant. We did not see the 
necessity to amend our complaint to add those facts. 

THE COURT: Well, you'd better supplement your 


complaint. 
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MR. BEZOZA: We will do that. 


MR. CECERE: For the record, may I -- 

THE COURT: Leave is granted to file a supple- 
mental complaint within five days. 

MR. CECERE: May I couple my request with an 
application for a stay of the enforcement of the 
order pending that appeal, if you so grant it? 

THE COURT: I don't think I could grant you 
leave to appeal. Under what provision? 

MR. CECERE: Under 1292B of the Administrative 
Code, the court coulc certify a question to the 
Second Circuit. 

THE COURT: I don't believe so, I think you 


might be wrorg about that. Clearly a discovery 


problem, it‘s not an injunction. 


MR. CECERE: On that I would just indicate in 
view of the change in position that we will have to 
take, in view of the fact that that is going to be 
an irreparable charge, that it would indeed be a 
mandatory injunction. 

THE COURT: It doesn't come within 1292B, 
because it doesn't involve yguestions of law to which 
there is standing a ground for difference of opinion, 
it’s just a question of fact. 


MR. CECERF: Well, the question would be, your 
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Honor, since the 1974-75 grant, as you indicated, is 
for all practical purposes moot, and since the time -- 

THE COURT: Practically I'm allowing them to 
supplement their complaint as part of the litigation. 
There is no question about it. If it was only ‘74-75 
I obviously would not get involved in this, but we 
are talking about a fresh '75-76 application. 

MR. CECERE: But they have presented no fact 
to the Court with respect to that '75-76 application, 
casting doubt upon the nsed assessment figures. The 
need assessment figures they have challeng -- 

THE COURT: If you want to within five days 
submit some further infermation on that I'll be glad 
to hear you, but as it stands now it seems to me they 
are entitled as a matter of discovery; they have the 
information. I think your cost figures are excessive. 
Of course, I understand there will be a substantial . 
burden. 

Now, you have in effect five days to do some- 
thing. If parochial schools aren't going to cooper- 
ate, then we have another problem. You will] be here 
Thursday, in any event. 

MR. CECERE: With respect to Thursday, may I 


also request that the motion to determine this suit 
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| a class action be adjourned two weeks, in view of 


the papers being drawn up with respect to the appli- 


; | cation this morning, and the additional papers thet 
5 we'll be submitting. 
a THE COURT: All right, two weeks’ adjournment. 
; I'll see you all Thursday. 
. MR. CFCERE: Thank you, your Honor. 
. (Whereupon the Court adjourned for the day 
' in this matter.) 
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Order of Judge Weinstein, May 19, 1974 
UNITED STATES DISTHICT COURT 


EASTiHKN DISTRICT OF Nita VORK 


PARENTS! COMMITTEE 
SCHOOL 19, et al., 


-against- 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF 
COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
No. 14, et al., 

Defendants. 

and 
TERREL H. BELL, Commissioner 
of the United States Office of 
Education, 


Defendants. 


This matter having come on to be heard on plaintiffs' 
motion to compel discovery pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33 and 37, 
and papers having deen submitted and a hearing having been held 
on May 9, 1975, before the Hon. Jack 8. Weinstein, it is 

ORDERED, that plaintitfs' motion to compel the 


administration of the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) test in 


the non-public parochial schools in Community School District No. | 


14 for the purpose of the identification of the number and per- 
i 
centages of parochial school children who have difficulty speaking 


and understanding instruction in English is granted, and it is 
further 

ORDERED that é&h the English ure@pmmésh version# of 
the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) test be administered to 


all Spanish-speaking and Spanish surnamed students enrolled in 


the non-public, parochial schools, and it is further 
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ORDERZD that the English version of the Lanzmuage 
Assessment Battery (LAB) test be administered to all other 
students, not flvernt in Fnelish, and whose primary language is 
other than the Spanish, enrolied in the non-public carochial 
schools in Community School District No. 14, and it is further 

ORDERED that the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) test 
be implemented and administered in the non-public parochial schools 
4n accordance with the procedures established by the defendant 
Board of Education for the administration of said examination 
in the public schools of the City of New York, and it is further 


ORDERED that at least two LAB coordinators, designated 


\ * 
b& the Board off Education, be fresporgible f tha orientaNion and 
aie of seit iad. iby parpchial sckool a an 
administration of said examination, and it is further 
ED B he >me C > > 

OR ce ey AME ae 

withinsten daysfrom the’entry\of/this omer, an t is furthex 
ORDERED that plaintiffs' counsel be permitted to attend 

the orientation meetings held by the LAB coordinators to instruct 
the non-public, parochial school personnel in the administration 
of said examination and that plaintiffs’ counsel be pemaitted to 
inspect and photocopy all documents, including but not limited to 
memoranda of information and instructions and testing results, 
produced or exchanged as a result of the administration of 
said examination in the non-public parochial schools in School 
District No. 14. 


DATED: BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 
May 14 , 1974 


Phas eda, thal he ffiilord sition F char sualeor hysern - 
Kabnwes of werg Darachuk achorl fp phat aves te wa 
cZ {' : 

Uiphene cal Meguit Sethe Quod» Bombe, 516-4719, fpor 
a Any. thee maDet nit then De pop, Fam. coy Gp Uo ther 


Ahold doe avo am Dh pliree- a Hnae “ef anh provbod pcdard Ae 
pissin hegriavdenr, CA frram in Kb 40 2 


Notice of Appeal by Defendants 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


PARENTS' COMMITTEE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL 
19, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

74 Civ. 783 
~against- (JBW) 

COMMUNITY SCHOOL BOARD OF COMMUNITY 
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 14, BOAKD OF 
EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK & 
IRVING ANKER as Chancellor, 

Defendants. 

and 


TERREL H. BELL, Commissioner of the 
United States Office of Education, 


Defendants. 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that defendants, Community 
School Board of Community School District No. 14, Board of 
Education of the City of New York and Irving Anker, as Chan- 
cellor hereby appeal to the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit from the order entered therein on 
or about May 19, 1975, which required the Board of Education 
to conduct a language assessment battery in the non-public 
schools of District 14. 
Dated: New York, N.Y. 
May 19, 1975 
W. BERNARD RICHLAND 
Corporation Counsel 
Attorney for Board of 


Education & Irving Anker 
Office & P.O. Address: 
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Municipal Building 
New York, N.Y. 10007 


By 
fe) PRNER 


IRA S. BEZOZA, ESQ. 
PATRICIA VERGATA 
WILLIAMSBURG LEGAL SERVICES 
269 Broadway 
Brooklyn, New York 

532-8470 


KENNETH KINERLING, ESQ. 

HERBERT TEITELBAUM 

Puerto Rican Legal Defense Pund 
95 Madisca Avenue 

New York, New York 


Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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Second Supplemental Complaint 


‘OURT 


— ee x 
Plaintiffs, 74 iv. 783 (JDW) 
~aga = 
SOARI TY 
, 14, 
TY OF & 
hancellor, 
Defendants, 
-and- 
miss f tr 
of 1tior 
Defendant 
SSL LL A SS ae x 
Plaintiffs, having been granted leave by the Court on May 19, 
} er the da f the filing of 
ipplement nt r i5, 1975, ¥ by set forth such fact 
1 YS, a paragray t 103 » and accord: igly re- 
nui f I tr izh iS paragrapt 104 t 
l I y, and adding agraphs 120 to 123. 
si m March 6, 1975 District 14 employees called a meeting at 
P.S. 122 of certain parents of children already participating in the 1974- 


75 Title VII program at P.S. 122, Our Saviour S *hool, and an undetermined 


nformation and belief this was the only meeting 
ever held with said parents throughout the duration of the 1974-75 Mtle 
Vii program. There was no consultation at this meeting with said parents 
on the development of the application for the 1975-76 Title VII program. 
86. At no time did defendant Community School Board formally 
approve the selection of these or any other persons as constituting a 
Title VII Community Advisory Group. The persons present at the meeting 


were selected by school officials. 


1 participa 
the entire population eligible t > served by 


members 


in any 


the meeting. 


was held 
children 
and only 


of the Title 


On information and belief the names of the persons 


a Spanish - 


language newspaper of general 


89. On Friday, April 11, 1975, a public hearing on the submission 


4 


of an applicati 


—_ 


on for Title VII funds for the 1975-76 school year was held 
at 3:30 in the afternoon at I.S. 49. Members of the defendant School Board 
and defendant Superintendent Rogers' representative Norman Spiegel were 
present at the hearing. A summary of the tenantive application was dis- 
tributed to the public. 

90. This summary contained no information about im ant sub- 
* st matter application such as the manner and method of identifica- 


tion of target children and the need and the exact number of children to be 


served at each public and parochial school .ite. A Board member, Ms. 


endant community 


roval of the 
Board member 
approval 
language disabili 
of District 14's public and paro- 
sment 


Fa 


nauca- 


Parochial 
Savior 
Beth Rachel 


Jesoda Hatorah 


Kehilath Yaakov 


93. the application defendants targeted proportionate part1i- 


cipation of public and parochial children in the Title VII program for 


1975 - 76 on the basis, inter alia, of a language data survey conducted in 


of limited i 
Catholic scr 

a 
ployed a siz t 


drawings with three 


given ¢rith the te: 


administered 


ientif nly f the public school children as being 
. 4 ‘ vy ac nnoc ¢ CP at 
! neuage peaking ability as opposed to 25% of tr 


awnd 74% of the Hebrew Day school children. 
e language dat urvey was given in March 1975 and em- 
es t instrument, a "picture test" consisting of tw 
English questions printed on the back. The instructions 
t did not in any way explain how it was actually to be 
cored in order to insure uniform procedures. 


re 


n t t 14, or ; 24,252 children in 27 
» classr teachers were instructed to conduct a "Prelim 


ir own subjective judgment, children 


ir age levels. 


Only those public school 


room teacher were actually 


y the cl 
administered the test instr nt 

HE The result f the subjective March, 1975 survey of public 
school children showing only 16% having Englisn Language difficulty 
unaccountably fluctuate markedly both fram the results of a language data 
survey jucted in October 1973 showing 29% as having English language 
difficulty and from the District's previous application for funds for the 
1974-75 school year whic : described 17,916 of the 26,654 public school 


children, or 
English. 

97. The 
subjective March 


in both public 


Beth Rachel 
Jesoda Hatorah 


Kehlath Yaakov 


67 %, as being from homes whose dominant language was not 
unaccountable fluctuation between the results of the 


1975 survey and previous language data surveys occurred 


and parochia) schools: 


1974 
025/1 


320/176 (55%) 


1975 
e Surve 
15.70 


Marct. 1975 Survey 
1356/875 (64.5%) 
232/200 (86%) 


600/510 (85%) 


355/206 (58%) 


test instrument was not administered to 84% of the publi 


ome 


I ivi 6) 2 (60% 
- Fet * 1 eos i 46% 
2! > Languare Wate ourvey 
ee 1037 ) ( )% ) 
/ / ad 
) ] / 4 t 4 
¢ - 17 (cee 
19€ 2/UN? Tee 4 
l ) 403 (412 
an 19 fO12 ¢ @ ) 
< ctc/ pit Sc.DPR) 
Q Thy nro ver yr +<¢ + +4ire iy 
par 2 s 1 r r t ~ r i 
FG» et ne i t nguas 
Pr. + > + ¥ ¥ 
% 2 rs; 1 
+ y + cia . Y + ¥ Y » | 
Dar ‘ ‘ ‘ ¢ 
* 4 +} é mn thy xc 
Fonest ¢ ‘ 7 + Ps j the )7 t 
4 - ’ as -s 
Ta n j + > py +¢ 1 + t<¢ ent +} . "yh + . + 
rn L wou C ter th the pr nted 
Vf Tr lala he . , +} + 
L . L! | i ’ Siry ¥ la 
proportionate part pati f parochi school 
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101. The subjective method of administration of language disabil- 


ity assessments had previously been abandoned by defendant Aner. In Aspira 
A I J y i 


v. Board of kKducation, defendant Anker proposed an initial language disabil- 


ity survey to be administered in Ictober 1974. This survey, like the March 


1975 survey in Pistrict 14, was scheduled to be administered solely to 


children selected by the classroom teacher. In response to Aspira plaintiffs' 
criticism of this method, defendant Anker acknowledged the inaccuracy of 

this method and agree to administer the survey to all Spanish-surnamed or 
Spanish-speaking children. 


102. In fact, pursuant to the Aspira decree and the responsibility 


to identify pupils in need of bilingual education under Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act, defendart Anker has developed the Language Assessment 

Bat‘ s2 (hereinafter sometimes "LAB") which utilizes testing instrurents to 
determine language disability that are far more comprehensive and educa- 
tionally sophisticated than the rudimentary and unstandardized "picture 
test" usec by District 14. ‘The Er,:lish version of the LAB consist of thre¢ 
levels of tests. Level I (Grades K-2) is scored on the basis of specified 
comparative oral responses to numerous pictoral representations. Level II 


(Grades 3-6) and Level III (Gr 


*s 7-12) consist of a battery of reading, 
writing, listening and oral tests taking approximately 70 minutes per child. 
The LAB was administered in May 1975 to all public school children in New 


York City whp are ~nanish~surnamed, spanish-speaking, or whose primary lan- 


guage is not Eng: 4 who are not fluent in English. : 
' 

103. Thur. vas never been a valid assessment of the total number 
i 


ur children ermcolied 41 1 nublic and parochial schools of District 14 who 
are of limited Englisn language ability and whose ecucational needs are of 
the type Title VII programs are intended to serve. No existing campre- 

hensive, valid, objective and standardized testing instruments professionally. 
designed to assess English language disabilities and the need for bilingual 


educationa: nrograms have been administered on an equal basis to both public 


and parochial school children in District 14. 
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school students in the 
and assurances shall t 
vation that, after th: 
been approved under this 
applicant will provide fo 


participation by a committee composed of 
and selected by, such parents.... 


follows: 


to consult prior to the 
development of the applicatic: r the 1975-76 Title VII grant with 
parents of children of limite nglish-speaking ability, 
by Parents' Organizations, whc names were published in a newspaper 


of general circulation accessible to all members of the community 


violates 3880b-1(a)(4)(e) and regulations promulgated thereunder. 


DATED: BROOKLYN, NEW YO! 
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THE COURT: Is thers anybody here fron the 
parochial school? 

MR. BERNSTEIN: Your Honor, 2 repreeeat Rabbi 
Waphtali Frankel, who is the unpaid principal of 
United Talmudical Academy. He's wnable te be here 
today but I spoke to him late last aight on the 
basis of concerns that were mado with us with vegard 
to this matter. 

THE COURT: Did you get « copy of my order? 

MR. BERNSTEIN: So did Fs+bi Praniel. 

THE COURT: Whar ‘8 hi} vosition? 

MR. BERNSTEIN: imu sdi.tely thereafter we 
also got a copy of the tests that were 
proposed, which they haven't seen hefore. Having 
seen that Wednesday night, they could still not 
address themselves to it in substantive fashion 
because they didn't have any background to explain 
what the nature of the test was except for the 
printed material, but we have ascertained and we 


discussed the fact that parts of the test are 


given individually to students and parts of the 


test ars given in larger groups. 
The basic question that tney had was how 
they could administer this test i. any class or 


school in terms of personnel that they have, in 
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terms of the teachers. They don't have parallels-- 


talking about any paraprofessionals, and they are 


also at a point now where they are sbout to give 


final examinations. 

Their school term ends on the 19th, and it 
includes all of the classes and whatever other 
material they are giving by that date, so they can't-- 
the biggest problem chey have is logistical and 
financial ones in terms of how you separate a class 
at this point that's going to take the examinations. 

THE COURT: What is the position, can they or 
can they not? 


M2. BERNSTEIN: They feel that they can't give 


THE COURT: Cannot. 

MR. BERNSTEIN: Cannot give it at this time. 
If it was something that occurred not at this par- 
ticular time of the year, it is conceivable. 

THE COURT: Would chey give it in the fall 
if it didn't interfere with the exeninations? 

MR. BURNSTCIN: The answer is yes, but it 
would depend upon what it would take to give. Again, 
each time a class mects, it meets only with its 
teacher and so forth. They would want to know more 


about how much time it takes for a class to have the 


JA ©Ol 
examination administered. 


THE COURT: Anybody here fro. Catholic? 

MR. KEARNEX: Our eituation is very similar 
to what I already expressed. Frankly, we s@@ RO way 
that this kind of test could be proposed during the 
current school year. We have an identical] situation. 
We're coming up to the final examinations which we 


have taken through the entire kindergarten through the 


eighth grade. We have requirements to comply with 


the programs that have been laid down by the New 
York State Department of Education. Our programming 
calls for certain things that have to be done within 
the next few weeks, which if not done would be non- 
compliance with the educational requirements of the 
State. We lack the personnel to carry on thia kind 
of program, and as to whether it could be undertaken 
in the fall, approached from a viewpoint of coopera- 
tiren with the court and with the entire program, we 
would like to study out the thing to sea if there 
is a possibility of working out some way in which, 
given enough time the test could be conducted as 
requested. 

TI2 COURT: What's the position of the 
plaintiffs in view £ *hese two submissions? 


“i, KIMMERLING: I would appreciate having 


JA 602 6 


some more school personnel here, and Mr. Kearney 
indicated to me before he wasn't quite sure the make- 
up of the schools, in the parochial school progran. 
I'm not sure the requirements that he's speaking 
about in terms of New York State requirements, that 
is. I understand that everyone is going towards 
finals but < think we're three weeks from that time 
now; that these tests can be given and in a rela- 
tively sort manner, certainly for the upper grades 
and for the lower grades, I think that there are ways 
in which, there might be a way in which we can work 
out comprenises so we dc a sampling of those children. 

I think that to put it off to the fall, 
puts this case off again without resolution. 

The issue is whether or not there has been 
a demonstrated need under Title 7. 

I brought with me Dr. Jose Dones, who helped 
prepare cart cf the ASPIRA tests, and asked him 


to evaluate the language survey which the defendants 


used to prepare the Title 7 programs. He's prepared 


to testify *o that's inaJecuate. 

Given that inadequacy, wiich I think is not 
only demenstrated by the fact it's a 2-page test, but 
by the fact it has no objective scoring mechanism for 


determining whether or not a child has language 
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deficiencies. I believe on that basis alone, that 


the Title 7 programs are improperly composed, and 
because there isn't a valid way to devermine the 


need, I think that it's to everyone's interest, 


including the parochial schools, who are benefiting 


from these programs, that there is a valid determina- 
tion needed, for without the whole program may 
collapse. 

I don't want to see that happen any more 
than anyone else, and I think-it can be remedied 
with as little burden as we can. The Court in our 
last mecting yesterday expressed a desire to try 
to figure a way to sample the parochial schools so 
that we can reduce the burden. I think that there 
are statistically feasible ways in which we can 
sample parochial school children so that we can, 
on the Lasis of those samples, predict what the 
results would be for the parochial schools. That 
would certainly decrease the burden on everyone 
concerned. tt think that we are talking in the 
range of ten percent of the children. On that basis 
I think that we can predict what the overall school 
bodies would do and the Catholic parochial schools 
and the liebrew day schools. Then we would have, for 


the first time, cbjective results to establish what 


5 


~ 


fe <) 


© 
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proportional basis of the Pitle 7 fundiry project 
should be. 

THE COURT: Is there anybody who wants the 
witness sworn, or will you take for purposes of 
this hearing the submission of counsel? TI think 
that should be sufficient. 

MS. CAPROLL: I thinx his testimony is totally 
immrover. 

THE COUP: You don't want it; is that right? 

MS. CARRDLL: I had not commleted what I 
wanted to say. That's the cist of it. 

TH: COURT: That's the only question I want 
at the moment. oes anybody want his testimony? 

fhen ta won't take his testimony. I'1l 
assum for the -uxrposes of this discussion he would 
have testified as vou indicated. 

I didn’t wean to cut you off if you want 
to say anything further. 

MS. CARROLL: I reserve my remarks until 
the Court makas a ikeeenianiis 

TH! COURT: In view of the fact that tae 


tests were ordered for discovery purposes and that 


the cniildren testec are in parochial schools, neither 


the children nor the parochial schools or any of their 


officers ara parties to this action, the Court must 
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postpone the effective date of the order, a... a... 
does so stay «he effective date of the order until 
“-ntember 30th, 1975. 

in the interim, I request the representatives 
of the parochial schools and the plaintiffs and 
the City to try to work out in as applicable and ef- 
fective a way as possible a method of testing the 
children, either on total sc. ol or fampling basis; 
On the assumption the original terts were developed 
and given ir good faith. there should not be a 
very substantial difference in the total results. In 
fact, it may well be that the test now deve loped 
in connection with the ASPIRA suit might show a 
greater need for assistance in the parochial schools. 

T therefore think it is useful for a parochial 
school to cooperate, particularly since they may 
be open to a suit on the First Amendment or other 
grounds if they don't cooperate, and heeeene the 
entire program is undoubted?’ i.portant to all 
people in the district and everybody should, if 
possible, be satisfied as to the bena fidea of the 
various people involved. 

Are there any other questions in connection 


with this current issue? 


MR. CECDRE: If I might address the Court, 
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with the postponement of the implementation of the 
order to September, 1975, in the case of the ASPIRA 
v. the Board of Education, which we have discussed 
with you previously, the consent decree as entered 
into dated August 29, 1974, indicates that as of 


September 1975, the Board of Education of the City 


of New York must provide to all those children who 
are in need thereof a complete program of bilingual 
educational services. 

"HD COURT: This is in the public schools. 

2. CECERE: That's correct. Regardless from 
whence the funds come to support that program, the 
noard as well as the school districts indicated 
they will and indeed intend to comply with the terms 
of that decree. 

Insofar as the ultimate relief sought in. 


this particular complaint, that is the children in 


the public schools of District 14 be provided with 
bilingual services to the extent consonant with 


their needs, that relief has already been afforded 


i 
to these vlaintiffs by virtue of the ASPIRA decree. 


We eu.mitted in our papers that District 14 
intends to fully comply with the ASPIRA decree, sO 
in terms of *c relief plaintiffs seek on behalf 


of the public schools, it has been granted, and 
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I cannot see what the purpose administering the Lab 
exam in the nonpublic schools would serve when the 
plaintiffs are in effect, or have been granted the 
relief they seek for the public schools already. 


Certainly I'm not appearing here on behalf 


of the nonpublic schools. If anyone has a complain: 


with respect to service given under Title 7, in 
September, it might be the nonpublic schools, but 

it certainly won't be the public schools represented 
by the plaintiffs. 

As I said, they have gotten that relief in 
the ASPIRA case. To that extent, administration of 
the tests would be totally improper and irrelevant. 

I would ask in view of the submissions made 
here tnis morming by the nonpublic schools and in 
view of the relief that has been afforded the 
Plaintiffs, that your Honor simply rescind the order. 

THE COURT: I'm not going to do that. I still 
haven't received a supplemental complaint. 

MR. KIMMERLING: We filed it. 

THE COURT: It may well be if you look at it-- 
I have not~-~you may change your view as to the 
zlevancy of tne tests. I'm not prepared on that 
iesue before I read their current complaint. 


MR. CECERE. If I might, with respect to that 
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complaint, might I specifically ask the opportunity 
to submit written papers in opposition to that supple- 
mentation? 

THE COURT: You have twenty days. 

MR. CECERE: In terms of the motion to 
supplement, I realize you indicated you would afford 
the plaintiffs five days within which to supplement. 

THE COURT: Within that twenty days you can 
also move to strike it. 

MR. CECERE: With respect to that, my brief 
reading of the supplemental comolaint, which was 
handed to us outside by Miss Vergata, was again, 
the terms and provisions of next year's Title 7 
grant are as the plaintiffs see them inaccurate and 
incorrect in that they again allegedly allocate an 
incorrect, inaccurate number of funds to the public 
schools. 

Again I would woint out to the Court that 
regarijess of the truth or falsity of those accusa- 
tions, the public schools must, under the ASPIRa 
decree he provided with hilingual services con- 
gonant with their needs. 

Again I fail to see how the administration 
of the lab in the public schools #id in providing the 


plaintiff with that relief, since they have gotten 
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it already in the lawsuit. 

THE COURT: Bring that to my attention in the 
written papers. I'm not sufficiently familiar with 
the ASPIRA decree. I haven't read the papers, #0 
I can't respond intelligently to your comments. 

MR. KIMMERLING: If I might respond briefly— 

THE COURT: I don't see any point in it. 

MR. KIMMERLING: I will holc«’ my remarks .9 a 
later tim. 

THE COURT: I haven't examined any of the 
papers. 

Anythine further to diacuss? 

MR. KOERNER: There will be issued a written 
order. There's an application of the stay of the 
order to be heard by the Second Circuit on Tuesday 
morning, and unless they have this written order 
postponing the exam-- 

THE COURT: I haven't postponed. I have stayed 
4t until my order, until Septenber 30th, which means 
that any time you can have argument or discussion 
On what needs to be done in connection with the 
order. As it now stands, ten days after September 
20th the test will be given. It's my hope fathers 
will be able to resolve this. 


I don't know if there's going to be a suit 
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in September. All I'm doing is saying that nothing 
can be done in this strain, but we'll let it go util 
the fall and I hope you work it out. I have got 
to give you a deadline date, otherwise nothing is 
going to happen. 

Anything further? 

MS. VERGATA: If I might raise the point for 
the clarification of all parties, about the Sep- 
tember test and its relation to the ongoing, the 
gtant which will be at that time ongoing: is it the 
Commissioner's--does the Commissioner have the power 
under the regulations to adjust the grant after 
some funcs have been disbursed? 

MR. HYMAN: If there's an amendment by the 
local school board to reach a different target. 

The Commission has the power to act on that. 

THE COURT: This court has the power to 
Order the Commissioner and the local school board. 

I really think you all ought to get together 
on this thing because, as I have said before, 


I would hate to see the result of all this, the 


cutting off of funds so nobady gets any help from 


them. It's an area where cooperation is usually 
more effective than antagonism. 


MR. IYMAN: I respectfully disagree, bat 
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the Court's last remark about the powar of 


Commissioner-- 


3 TIE COURT: I understand. . 
4 MR. CECERE: Your Honor, just so I can be 
5 clear in my own mind, woulc the administration of 
eA 6 the test be to assess the accuracy and validity of 
7 the neeis, assessment figures submitted in connec- 
8 tion with the 1975-76 grant? 
9 TUE COURT: As I understand what the supple- 
10 . mental complaint was to lock like, that will be 
Il where we are. 
12 MS. CARROLL: This is a stay of an order 
13 granted when there was no such supplemental com- 
14 Plaint to the court, and as to which the Court stated 
15 that the test was to validate '74-75, Title 7-- 
: ? 16 “airs $ THE COURT: I dién't say that. I made it 
17 |. quite clear when we had the argument we're talking 
18 . about a '75-76 grant. You're making technical 
19 Objection about the lack cf power to make the order 
20 before the supplemental complaint was filed; I now 
at is make tnat order, once again, to the supplemental 
. 22 commlaint filed. We'll all do a lot better ’f we 
23 : don't get involved in technicalities of this ki-d 
24 when you tr: to resolve a real live situation. 


fe have had a lot of fencing around in this case 
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for a year and a half, difficulties that the 
cour: shouldn't have bee involved in, most of which 
have been handled on a local l-vel by telephone call. 

It seems to me that local school board and 
the plaintiffs ought to be on the same wave length 
here. I don't understand why we're coastantly 
having problems of orders and everything else. 
Everything is opened up and if there is cooperation 
to solve a problem it will get solved. If you're 
going to fence around on technicalities, we're 
not goiag to get anyplace. 

MS. CARROLL: The point iz the local school 
bos: represents the entire community, whereas 
ti9 plaintiffs represent a part of the community. 

THE COURT: I wndarstand. There should be 
no antagonism. As I understand it, the local 
a:.001 board, based on the affidavits and other 
information, is as interested in the plaintiffs in 
seeing the children in school, public school, Public 
School 19, get what they need. “hy don't you get 
tegether? It seems ti me a lot of the problems 


are just lack of communication. There a lot of 


' gpuspicion here that should have been ex2 led by 


adequate counseling. There's no point in fencing 
around with me. I can probably handle legal 
aspects as well as you can. What I need frem you 


is some good faith attempt to resolve the problen. 
Thank you very much. Have a pleasent summer. 
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